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INTRODUCTION 


A. SEVERUS, ANTONINUS AND SERGIUS 


The correspondence between Sergius and Severus comprises three letters 
from Sergius, three replies by Severus and an apology from Sergius. The 
first letter from Sergius was addressed originally not to Severus, but to 
Antoninus, the Bishop of Aleppo, who seems to have asked Sevetus to 
reply. 

The outline of Severus’ life is relatively well known.! Apart from his 
own very numerous letters, and hints which he gives in his theological 
writings, there are three ancient ‘Lives of Severus’. Though we may doubt 
their historical value, these lives even attempt to give something of a de- 
scription of Severus. Thus, Athanasius says that Severus was a man 'delicate 
in body and fine in person’. When he did the work of his brethren in the 
monastery, the blood used to run from his hands. Athanasius again stresses 


! A number of modern histories of doctrine give the basic facts: cf. e.g. J. 
Lebon, (1951) ‘La christologie du monophysisme syrien’, in A. Grillmeier and H. 
Bacht (eds), Das Kongil von Chalkedon. Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol. 2, Würzburg: 
Echter Verlag, [subsequently abbreviated as Chalkedon|, p. 426, n. 4; W. H. C. 
Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement (Cambridge 1972), esp. pp. 201-8; W. A. 
Wigram, The Separation of tbe Monophysites (London 1923), esp. pp. 57-60; R. C. 
Chesnut, Three Monophysite Christologies (Oxford 1976), pp. 4-5. 

? By Athanasius of Antioch, John of Beth Aphthonia and Zacharias Rhetor. 
A fourth ancient life was discovered by A. Vóóbus: cf. "Découverte d'un memra de 
Giwargi évéque des arabes, sur Sévére d'Antioche’, Le Muséon 84 (1971), pp. 433- 
436, and ‘Discovery of New Important memre of Giwargi, the Bishop of the 
Arabs’, JSS 18 (1973), pp. 235-237. V6dbus noted that Giwargi made use of the 
biographies of Severus by John of Beth Aphthonia and Zacharias Rhetor, as well as 
some other sources of unknown provenance. See Kathleen E. McVey (ed. and tr.) 
George, Bishop of the Arabs : a homily on Blessed Mar Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, Louvain: 
E. Peeters, 1993. 

? Athanasius of Antioch, The Conflict of Severus, PO 4, p. 602. 
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that Severus was a compassionate man‘ and this is an important quality in 
understanding him. All the early biographers emphasise Severus’ asceticism, 
and Severus himself, writing to Justinian, says that his life was habitually 
frugal. 

Severus was born in Sozopolis in Pisidia about 465. His family was 
well-to-do, and as a young man, not yet baptised, he was sent to Alexandria 
to study ypaupartıkh and pytopiky. From Alexandria he went to Beirut to 
study Roman law. At Beirut Severus came under the influence of a group of 
Christian students and began to study Basil and Gregory Nazianzen. At this 
stage he was baptised at the shrine of Leontius at Tripoli. 

We are told that after his baptism Severus became increasingly ascetic, 
spending much of his time in church. He qualified as an advocate, and 
visited Jerusalem where he decided to follow the monastic life. From 
Jerusalem, looking for a still more ascetic life, he went into the desert of 
Eleutheropolis. Here he eventually became ill and was persuaded to enter 
the convent of Romanus. At this time he shared out with his brothers the 
property he inherited from his parents and, after giving most of his share to 
the poor, bought a convent near Maiuma. 

Severus was already actively involved in opposing the Council of 
Chalcedon. Maiuma had been the episcopal seat of Peter the Iberian, one of 
the (probably) two bishops who consecrated Timothy Aelurus, and 
Severus was to follow in this tradition. He already belonged to the more 


٩ Ibid., p. 613. 

5 The Syriac Chronicle, Bk. 9, ch. 16, p. 257. 

$ Athanasius, John of Beth Aphthonia and Zacharias Rhetor concur in telling 
us that Severus received baptism at the shrine of Leontius. What is more interesting 
is that there is evidence in Coptic, though not in Syriac, that until the time of his 
studies in Beirut, Severus was a pagan and came from a pagan family. This evidence 
is presented by G. Garitte, from a Coptic homily which has parallels to the Syriac 
Homily 27. The Coptic homily (ch. 4, sections 2-6), contains a passage in which 
Severus, at the shrine of Leontius, prayed that he might be saved from pagan 
worship and the customs of his family. Garitte argues that the Coptic represents 
the original Greek of Severus’ sermon, and that this detail has been suppressed in 
the Syriac version. See G. Garitte, "Textes hagiographiques orientaux relatifs à saint 
Léonce de Tripoli. II: L'Homélie copte de Sévére d'Antioche’, Le Muséon 79 (1966), 
pp. 335-386. 

7 On Peter the Iberian, cf. John of Beth Aphthonia, Vze de Sévère, PO 2, pp. 
219-223; D. M. Lang, ‘Peter the Iberian and his biographers’, JEH 2 (1951), pp. 
158-168. In his letters, Severus acknowledges the influence of Peter on him (cf. 
Select Letters, Section 5, Letter 11). 
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extreme Miaphysite party, which rejected the Henoticon of Zeno. Liberatus, 
the archdeacon of Carthage, wrote of Severus that ‘dum sederet prius in 
monasterio Iberi, non suscipiebat Zenonis edictum, nec Petrum Mongon 

. exinde missus est permanere Constantinopolim . . 8 As Liberatus 
noted, Severus was indeed sent to Constantinople. A Chalcedonian monk, 
Nephalius, stirred up the bishops in Palestine against the anti-Chalcedonian 
monks, who began to be harassed. John of Beth Aphthonia tells us that 
Nephalius even wrote an Apologia for Chalcedon, which Severus destroyed 
as if it had been a cobweb, with his two Orationes? This was the first impor- 
tant anti-Chalcedonian work of Severus that we have, and it was written 
around 508.19 Cobweb or not, Evagrius tells us that Severus was expelled 
from his own monastery by Nephalius and his party, and thence proceeded 
to Constantinople, to plead the case of himself and those expelled with 
him.!! 

Severus spent the years 508-11 in Constantinople. He seems quite 
quickly to have gained the sympathy of Anastasius, who was already not 
over fond of the Patriarch Macedonius, who had definite leanings towards 
Chalcedon. The Chalcedonians in the capital made a collection of edited 
excerpts from Cyril, in an attempt to show that Cyril himself supported the 
Chalcedonian account of the two natures. This work was apparently given 
to Macedonius, who gave it to the emperor. Severus, in turn, wrote his 
Philalethes, giving the true context of the quotations from Cyril.'? Relations 
between Severus and Macedonius steadily deteriorated. Macedonius’ 
position was not strong. He had already undermined his support from the 
extreme Chalcedonians by promising to uphold the Henoticon.!> In addi- 
tion, Anastasius had a personal grudge against him. Euphemius, the 
previous Patriarch, had withheld his approval from the elevation of 
Anastasius, unless he wrote an agreement to maintain the faith of 
Chalcedon inviolate. This document had passed into the hands of 


8 Breviarium causae Nestorianorum et Eutychianorum, XVIII, in Acta Conciliorum 
Oecumenicorum, ed. E. Schwartz [subsequently ACO] 2.5. p. 133.13-16. For Severus! 
own condemnation of Peter Mongus, cf. Select Letters, Section 4, Letter 2. 

? cf John of Beth Aphthonia, ap. cit., p. 232. 

10 For the dating, cf. Lebon, Le Monophysisme, pp. 120-121. 

۱۱ cf. Evagrius, The Ecclesiastical History, ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier (London 
1898), Bk. 3, ch. 33. 

12 Between 509-511. cf. J. Lebon, Le Monophysisme sévérien, Louvain: J. Van 
Linthout (1909), pp. 124-125 [subsequently abbreviated as Lebon, Le Monophysisme|. 

15 cf. Zacharias Rhetor. Vie de Sévère, PO 2, p. 113. 
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Macedonius and, according to Evagrius, Anastasius’ objection to this 
document was largely the cause of Macedonius’ expulsion.!^ In 511 he was 
replaced by Timothy. 

'The removal of Macedonius was only patt of a concerted effort by the 
Miaphysites. While Severus had been in the capital, Philoxenus had been 
busy in Palestine, undermining the position of Flavian of Antioch. At 
Anastasius’ order, a Synod was assembled at Sidon in 512. Flavian was pre- 
sented with a list of seventy-seven anathemas as well as the request openly 
to anathematise Chalcedon. Flavian refused, being unwilling to ‘arouse the 
sleeping dragon, and corrupt many with his poison'.^ This was not to 
satisfy Philoxenus: his monks informed Anastasius that Flavian was a 
heretic, and they received an order for his ejection. In November 512, 
Severus was consecrated Patriarch of Antioch in his place. 

In his enthronement address,!ó Severus affirmed Nicea, Constantinople 
and Ephesus. He affirmed the Henoticon of Zeno as ‘an orthodox confes- 
sion of the faith’, but explicitly anathematised Chalcedon and the Tome of 
Leo, as well as Nestorius and Eutyches, and Diodore and Theodote, ‘the 
masters of Nestorius’. Added to the list are Ibas of Edessa, Barsumas of 
Nisibis and Cyrus and John of Aigai." In a Synod held at Tyre around 
514,18 the assembled bishops openly anathematised Chalcedon and the 
Tome, and Severus joined with Philoxenus in expounding the Henoticon as 
annulling Chalcedon.!? Evagrius also tells us that Severus ceased not daily to 
anathematise Chalcedon.”° 


1^ Evagrius, of. cit., Bk. 3, ch. 32. 

15 The Syriac Chronicle, Bk. 7, ch. 10, p. 179 (Hamilton and Brooks' translation). 

16 PO 2, pp. 322-325. 

17 Tt is interesting to note that in his Lester of Apology, Sergius also condemns 
‘Persia’ (presumably Barsumas of Nisibis) and Cyrus and John (Severi Antiocheni 
orationes ad Nephalinm, eiusdem ac Sergii Grammatici epistulae mutuae, ed. and tr. J. Lebon, 
CSCO 119 (text) and 120 (trans), Louvain: CSCO, 1949, p. 186.24. [This is 
subsequently abbreviated as EM, followed by the page of the Syriac text and the 
line.] 

18 See Honigmann, Evéques et Evéchés Monophysites (CSCO 127, Sub. 2, Louvain, 
1951), pp. 16-17, for the difficulties in dating the Synod. 

19 The Syriac Chronicle, Bk. 7. ch. 10. For Severus’ attitude to the Henoticon, see 
his Collected Letters (ed. Brooks), PO 12, Letters 46 (p. 320) and 49 (p. 324). He held 
that though it contained an orthodox confession of faith, by itself (without an 
explicit anathema on Chalcedon) it was unable to bring the healing that was 
needed. 

20 Evagrius, op. cit., Bk. 4, ch. 4. 
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In Antioch he must have made his presence felt. John of Beth 
Aphthonia tells us that, on becoming bishop, he sent away the cooks from 
the episcopal palace, and demolished the baths he found there?! In his 
Cathedral Homilies, he warned his people against resorting to the races? 
and the theatre, and his letters show his energy and the trouble he had in 
financial matters. But his time as Patriatch was not to be long. 

Anastasius died in July 518, and Evagrius tells us that, many 
contentions having arisen in the church, Justin, in the first year of his reign, 
ordered Severus to be arrested and punished. Severus, with a number of 
the Miaphysite bishops, managed to escape to Egypt. Philoxenus was sent 
into exile at Gangra. In Egypt, Severus lived a harried existence,” but wrote 
some of his most important wotks. He completed his cotrespondence with 
Sergius from his exile. Lebon dates his great anti-Chalcedonian work, the 
Liber contra impium Grammaticum, to around 519.26 Sadly, the exiled 
Miaphysites began to quarrel amongst each other, and Severus’ works 
against Julian of Halicarnassus also belong to this period.” 

Around 530 Justinian relaxed persecution of the Miaphysites, and in 
532 he summoned the leading Miaphysites to a collatio with the 
Chalcedonians in Constantinople. Though invited, and promised immunity 
by Justinian, Severus did not attend this conference. He came instead, 
again at the summons of Justinian, in the winter of 534/5. At about the 
same time Anthimus of Trebizond, whom Zacharias tells us would not 
receive the Synod of Chalcedon into the faith,” succeeded Epiphanius as 


21 John of Beth Aphthonia, op. cit., p. 243. 

22 Homily 26. 

23 Homily 54. 

24 Evagrius, op. cit., Bk. 4, ch. 4. 

25 He mentions this twice in his Third Letter fo Sergius. EM p. 158.6-7; p. 
176.14-17. 

26 cf. Lebon, Le Monophysisme, p. 153. 

27 Lebon dates them to between 518 and 528: cf. Le Monopbysisme, p. 174. The 
Syriac Chronicle, Bk. 9, chs. 9-13, shows the reluctant way in which Severus entered 
this quarrel. On Julian, see R. Draguet, Julian d'Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec Sévère 
d'Antioche sur l'incorruptibilité du corps du Christ (Louvain, 1924), and the useful review 
of Draguet's work by R. P. Casey, ‘Julian of Halicarnassus’, HTR 19 (1926), pp. 
206-213. 

28 The Syriac Chronicle, Bk. 9, ch. 16, gives Severus' letter to Justinian, refusing 
to come to the royal city. 

2 Ibid. Bk. 9. ch. 19. 
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Patriarch of Constantinople, and Theodosius, a friend of Severus, became 
bishop of Alexandria. 

This unity in the Miaphysite camp so alarmed the orthodox Ephraim 
of Antioch that he sent a special envoy to Agapetus in Rome. Justinian 
was then engaged in an operation to regain Rome, and the Goths sent 
Agapetus to Constantinople to treat with Justinian on their behalf. Agapetus 
arrived in Constantinople in 536. Zacharias tells us that he perverted the 
love of the king to Severus and Anthimus. Justinian's interest clearly lay in 
the West, and Anthimus was replaced by Menas as Patriarch of 
Constantinople. Though Agapetus died in April 536, the political advantage 
of Severus and the Miaphysites was lost. 

Severus and his friends were condemned?! at a 001/0606 évdnpodoa in 
Constantinople lasting from May to June 536. The synod was confirmed by 
an edict of Justinian on the 6th of August 536. According to the edict, 
Severus was guilty of both Nestorianism and Eutychianism,? his books 
were to be banned,? and he was to be banished.?* 

According to Athanasius, Severus left Constantinople with the help of 
the Empress Theodora.** He returned to Egypt, and there, about 538, ‘the 
Lord visited him with a light disorder, and ... he fell asleep’.*° 

Antoninus was Bishop of Aleppo. His predecessor was Peter, one of 
the bishops who assisted at the consecration of Severus in 512.37 While he 
was Patriarch, Severus wrote to him several times. Antoninus was expelled 
in 519, taking refuge in Alexandria. The Chronicle to the year 846 records 


30 Ibid. Bk. 9, ch. 19. 

31 Among other things, Severus was accused of being an ‘Akephalist’ (ACO 3, 
p. 137.8-10); a Eutychian and Manichaean (/4CO 3, p. 147.35-36); of conducting 
uncanonical baptism (/4CO 3, p. 112.35-36); and of holding illegal meetings (4CO 
3, p. 113.14-16). The old slur about his pagan background was also brought up 
(ACO 3, p. 40.16-24). 

32 cf., ACO 3, p. 121.5-9. 

55 Ibid., lines 22-27. 

34 Ibid., lines 30-34. 

35 Athanasius, op. cit., pp. 709-710. 

36 Ibid., p. 716. 

37 cf. Chronicon anonymum ad AD 846 pertinens, ed. E. W. Brooks (CSCO 3, Syr. 
3, 1904), p. 221, line 12. 

38 cf. Select Letters, Section 1, Letters 14, 15 and 16 (pp. 63-70 in Brooks’ text). 
Also Collected Letters, Letter 29, PO 12, p. 260. 
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that, having suffered persecution in various places, Antoninus died in 
Constantinople.*? 

Of Sergius, Lebon notes, ‘nous ne connaissons ni sa patrie, ni les 
événements de son histoire, en dehors de la polémique dont nous avons 
parlé.^ We can see from his letters that he was a Miaphysite of an 
exaggerated sort. He seems to have remained in the East," after Justin be- 
came emperor, so it is not unreasonable to assume that, though he had a 
certain prominence, he was not a bishop. 

We do not know the background to the origin of the correspondence 
between Sergius and Severus, but we can surmise some of it. In the un- 
named town where Sergius was living, a severe attitude was taken to con- 
verted Dyophysites. Sergius had a brief statement or 80000101, which 
seems to have been used as a doctrinal test? for the converted Dyophysites. 
This was, ‘We do not speak of two natures or (two) proprieties after the 
inexpressible union' Sergius’ 2003010٠7 had been submitted to an 
assembly, of which Antoninus of Aleppo was a member. The opinion of 
the assembly corrected Sergius, stating, “We do not speak of divided pro- 
ptrieties'.^^ Sergius claimed to find this judgment difficult to understand, and 
it is a question of prime importance for the commentator to ask if 
‘propriety’ was understood in the same way, in both Sergius’ 200001017 and 
in the answer of the assembly. Sergius characterised the judgment as a con- 
cession, ? rehearsed several of his objections to it, and begged the assem- 
bled Fathers to help him. The request was passed to Severus and the 
correspondence began. 

The question of the exact date of the correspondence is not easy. 
Sergius was clearly addressing an assembly of bishops when he wrote, 
‘Good Fathers ....46 Lebon asks, ‘Etait-ce un synode? We cannot say. Was 
Antoninus at its head? Possibly, as Sergius writes to him, but Severus him- 


39 Chron. a. 846, op. cit. p. 226, lines 7-11. Also cf. Honigmann, op. cit, pp. 25- 
26. 

40 Le Monopbysisme, p. 170. 

^! EM p. 156.4-7. 

4 At EM p. 95.22, Severus, answering Sergius’ First Letter, urges him instead to 
make the Nicene Creed his test. 

43 EM p. 71.1-3. 

44 EM p. 71.4-5. 

45 EM p. 70.23. 

46 EM p. 72.27. 

47 Le Monophysisme, p. 166, 
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self was not available at the time, being, as he says, ‘Far off.48 If it was a 
synod, can we deduce more about it? Lebon suggests it was the Synod of 
Tyre in 514,9 which would allow a date of perhaps 51550 for Sergius’ First 
Letter. 

There is easier internal evidence for dating the end of the correspon- 
dence, for both Sergius’ and Severus’ Third Letters point to a date after 518. 
To take these points in turn: in Sergius’ Third Letter, he speaks of the spark 
of his feeble tongue being used, ‘because of the remoteness of bishops in 
the east?! which very probably refers to the expulsion of the Miaphysites 
after the death of Anastasius in 518. Later in the same letter,>? Sergius, 
having prayed that Severus be given long life, says he looks forward to 
when he will say to the Lord God, ‘Thou hast turned away the captivity of 
Jacob ....53 

Severus, in his Third Letter, clearly demonstrates a post-518 date, when 
he challenges Sergius, “Therefore show (me) when, in the six years I spoke 
in the Church of the Antiochenes, and wrote many letters, at any time I 
once said Emmanuel is one ousia, and of one signification and of one 
patticularity'.5^ Later in the same letter, Severus describes himself as put to 
flight by enemies in his tracks,» and at the end of the letter, Severus refers 
to Dioscorus II of Alexandria, who died on 14th October, 51756 as if he 
were already dead. 


B. EARLIER STUDIES OF SEVERUS 


Beyond question, the foundational work on the Miaphysites is that by 
Lebon: Le Monophysisme sévérien. This was published in Louvain in 1909, and 
Lebon brought it up-to-date? with his long article, ‘La Christologie du 
monophysisme syrien’, which was published in 1951. Much of the material 
of the eatlier book is covered by this superb 160 page article, and it is to 
this that I will mainly refer. 


^5 EM p. 158.22. 

*9 Le Monopbysisme, p. 168. 

50 Lebon is followed by Honigmann, op. cit, p. 26 n. 6, on this date. 

51 EM p. 156.6. 

52 Ibid., p. 157.6-1. 

55 Ps, LXXXIV 2. All OT references are to LXX. 

54 EM p. 172.19-23. 

55 Ibid., p. 176.14-15. 

5 Honigmann, op. cit., p. 144. (Cf. Schwartz, ACO 2.5, p. 134 note 7). 
57 Lebon, Chalcedon, p. 453. 





INTRODUCTION xvii 


Lebon intended to provide an over-all view of Miaphysite theology, 
and so considered Timothy Aelurus and Philoxenus as well as Severus. His 
study fell into two parts: the first, entitled ‘La doctrine monophysite de 
Pincarnation’ was short and descriptive?? the second, entitled ‘La dog- 
matique monophysite de l'incarnation'?? was far longer and more analytical. 

In his first section, Lebon sketched where the Miaphysites may be 
placed in terms of the widely accepted distinction between Alexandrian and 
Antiochene tendencies in Christology. He immediately introduced the 
Christology of Cyril of Alexandria, showing that this became central to the 
Miaphysites.? He then gave an outline description of Miaphysite docttine, 
picking out particular key concepts. Thus, he stressed the Miaphysite exclu- 
sion of any type of change from the incarnation. God the Word was made 
flesh, but remained who God was. Similarly, the Miaphysites went to great 
pains to deny that the union to one nature involved any mixture or 
confusion.? He showed the Miaphysite use of the union of body and soul 
as a model, with the insistence that this union did not produce an identity 
of ousia, of such a kind as would be destructive of the difference of the 
things which had been united.™ 

Commenting on this, Lebon wrote that, however frequently the 
Miaphysites denied it, they were always suspected of introducing a mixture 
or confusion into the union. He, however, saw them as /erminological 
traditionalists, who borrowed the vocabulary of the Cappadocians and 
Cyril, who used ‘mixture’ words to express a very intimate union, but with- 
out ever wanting to imply any idea of confusion of the elements coming 
together in union. 

Lebon's methodology is disclosed in this. As an historian, he notes the 
Miaphysite denials of confusion in the union, and the zerminological parallels 
with eatlier writers. 

Lebon began his second section by taking two questions around which 
the Miaphysite quarrel raged: 


58 Thid., pp. 425-450. 
59 Thid., pp. 451-580. 

© Thid., p. 431. 

61 Ibid., p. 440. 

62 Ibid., p. 442 ff. 

6 Ibid., pp. 447-449. 

64 Ibid., p. 444 and cf. pp. 578-579. 
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1. The question of whether there are one or two natures in Christ. 
This is the question raised by the Chalcedonian £v 500 ۰ 

2. The question of whether the 181616 of each nature in the union is 
preserved or not. This is the question raised by the Chalcedonian 
ooGopévng dé ۳۵2۸۵۷ TÅG 101011705 2105006 006 


He divided the section into two parts: one to examine each question. To 
answer question (1), he led his readers through a careful and detailed study 
of the vocabulary of the Miaphysites, to show how their terms and usages 
differed from those of the Chalcedonians. 

This section of his study fell into three sub-sections. In the first, ‘Les 
éléments de l'incarnation', Lebon showed that the Miaphysites used @votc, 
Ûréotaolg and npóoonov as being perfectly synonymous.96 Thus @voic, like 
07۳۵0۲001 and zpóoomov, referred to what is concrete and individual. 
According to Lebon, then, the Miaphysites ultimately read Nestorianism 
into the Chalcedonian perspective, thereby reducing all Dyophysitism to the 
confession of two really distinct beings. 

In the second sub-section, ‘L’acte de lincarnation’, Lebon stressed 
that, to the Miaphysites, the incarnation was an ach a 50016. The 
Miaphysites never formally defined the term, and Lebon tried to illustrate it 
by considering the conditions required for ‘un groupement de choses’ to 
merit the name ‘Ev0o1g.67 "Evooic, for example, had no more radical enemy 
than number: if the constituent elements in a évooig could be numbered, it 
would follow, within the Miaphysite presuppositions, that they were 
independently existing and not united entities. Similarly, to illustrate the 
concept of £vootc, Lebon contrasted it with ovvageia and napóOsoi16,9 and 
showed that to note Zhe act of the incarnation the Miaphysites used other 
terms: ovvõpouń, ovvodoc, obuBaotc, and in Severus, obvOEotc. 

In the third sub-section, ‘Le terme de l’incarnation’, Lebon turned to 
the major formula of the Miaphysites, pia qoi; tod Oso0 Aóyov 
oeoapkouévn. He explained that the nature of which the formula affirms 
the singularity is that belonging to God the Word, who is the subject in the 
incarnation. The formula is thus distinctively Cyrillian and anti-Nestorian.” 


65 Ibid, p. 454 ff. 

66 Ibid, p. 461 ££; pp. 464-465. 
7 Ibid., p. 467. 

68 [hid p. 468. 

6 Ibid., p. 472. 

70 Ibid., p. 483. 
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Illustrating his main point, as before, through comparisons, he briefly 
discussed the phrases pia qóoig oóvOgtoc and pia qóoig Ow," and then 
turned to consider apparently Dyophysite expressions permitted by the 
Miaphysites. The Miaphysite condemnation of Chalcedon and Nestorianism 
is well known, as well as their understanding that êv 500 @doeow implied 
two natures in independent existence. Lebon now showed that to defend 
himself against the accusation of teaching a confusion, Severus allowed that 
one could speak of ó6o qóoszic, but only év O0gopíq.7? Similarly to defend 
himself against the charge of confusion, Severus taught that the Word 
incarnate is (uia pot) êk 800.73 For both these expressions, Lebon showed 
Severus’ dependence on Cyril.” 

In the second part to his second section, Lebon turned to the second 
question he outlined at the beginning: the ‘conservation ou destruction de la 
propriété des natures après l'union"."^ He first showed the problem. On the 
one hand Severus was presented with the Tome teaching, ‘Agit enim 
utraque forma cum alterius communione quod proprium ,كه‎ and Chalcedon 
stating that ‘omCopévng 56 ۳۵2۵20۷ tfjg 151605106 ékotépag Qóosoc, which 
appeared to argue for the preservation of the 181686 of the natures which 
came together into union, but in such a way that the independent existence of 
each nature seemed also to be implied. On the other hand, Severus was 
presented with the extreme miaphysitism of a writer like Sergius, who 
wanted to exaggerate the nature of the unity to such an extent that he 
preached unification of 16164 as well as of qoot in the union. 

In an excellent terminological examination, Lebon showed that in the 
face of this dilemma Severus hammered out his own understanding of 
iðótns. Qualifying idioms as ‘pvoiKy’; ^j Kata púow’; “OG £v Tomt 
pvo he consciously followed Cyril, saying that motns ۵ 
expresses ۵ Aóyog toO و26‎ elvat of a thing." According to Lebon, notno 
Qvotkr] expresses ‘essence spécifique? and in this indicates the continuing 
difference between the natures that Severus insists on. This understanding 
enabled Severus to steer between the apparent Nestorianism of recognising 


7۱ Ibid., pp. 486-490. 

72 Ibid., pp. 489-504. 

73 Ibid. pp. 510-516. 

^ Ibid., p. 505 and p. 514£. 
75 Ibid., pp. 534-516. 

76 Ibid., pp. 537-538. 

77 Ibid., cf. pp. 538-539. 

78 Ibid, p. 539. 
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two independent natures in the union, and the apparent Eutychianism of 
allowing that one or both of the natures in the union lost its integrity of 
identity. 

But here again, Lebon made what was largely a terminological point. 
The żbeological point was that Severus, in making this distinction, was doing 
something totally different from either Nestorianism or Eutychianism, quite 
apart from steering a terminological path between the two extremes. 

Lebon's paper is described at some length, because he has produced a 
quarty of detailed references, terminology and historical background from 
which all who study the Miaphysites must borrow. However, as has been 
suggested, though his contribution was enormous, his work was essentially 
map-making over new and difficult terrain. 

Working within the map-making Lebon gave us, there is room for 
supplementary study. The évwoig of which Severus tells us, and which 
Lebon described so well, was not simply a terminological singularity, but a 
uniting, an act of God the Word, for a purpose. I would suggest that ۶ 
purpose, far from being exterior to the union, is part of what makes the union 
what it is. To see the goal of the union as a determinative part of the nature 
of the union is to inject a new dimension into the study of Severus. This 
soteriological dimension does not appear when one is map-making. Instead, 
it is to see the terms in a dynamic as well as a static or descriptive way. Even 
with the short but very dense text of the letters between Severus and 
Sergius, it is possible to ask new and fruitful questions. 

As has been noted, Lebon’s paper was published in 1951. Since then 
there has been a growing interest in the Miaphysites. An example is that of 
Roberta Chesnut.”? Chesnut’s interest is to study the relationship between 
Christ and our knowledge of God in the three very different theological 
systems of Severus, Philoxenus and Jacob of Serug. Chesnut gave a detailed 
description of some of Severus’ major terms and concepts, but was 
concerned neither with soteriology, nor with Severus’ relation to Cyril, and 
so her work was able to contribute relatively little illumination to the 
exchange with Sergius. Another modern work, though of necessity a very 
general one, is that by John Meyendorff. In his Christ in Eastern Christian 
Thought, he provided a perceptive account of the debates after Chalcedon, 
showing Severus’ important role in the formation of the theology of the 
separating Miaphysite churches. 


Three Monophysite Christologies (Oxford, 1976). 
8? Washington and Cleveland, 1969. 
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It is within the Miaphysite churches that some of the most stimulating 
modern work on Severus has been done. Since 1964 there have been 
unofficial theological conferences between theologians of the Eastern and 
Oriental Orthodox Churches.?! The Panorthodox Conference at Chambésy 
in 1968 decided that a theological dialogue should start between the Eastern 
and Oriental Orthodox Churches. Consequently, the Orthodox Churches 
set up a Commission for the Theological Dialogue with the Ancient 
Oriental Churches.82 This Commission first met in Addis Ababa in 1971, 
and then with the Non-Chalcedonian Commission in Athens in 1973 and in 
Addis Ababa in 1975. 

Significant contributors to the ecumenical discussion included V. C. 
Samuel of the Syrian Orthodox Church, and N. A. Zambolotsky of the 
Russian Orthodox Church. Samuel set out his aim very clearly. It was to 
question the view that because Severus criticised Chalcedon and the Tome, 
he could not have taught the faith of the Church in its purity. The 
question was whether the rejection of Chalcedon by Severus was the result 
of a Christology which explained away the human reality of Christ.9^ To 
show that Severus did not dissolve the human nature of Christ, Samuel 
pointed to the heresies he rejected: Manichaeism, Apollinarianism and 
Eutychianism.9» He also considered the accusations made against Severus in 
536.56 On the basis both of this, and of Severus' positive teachings, Samuel 
argued ‘that Severus was not a Monophysite".9' This was a provocative line 
to take, but Samuel justified it in a very interesting statement: ‘Severus never 
objected to the dynamic continuance of the two natures in the one Christ, 
and the ascription of the term “monophysite” to his theological position is 


81 At Aarhus in 1964: Bristol in 1967; Geneva in 1970 and Addis Ababa in 
1971. The papers from these conferences may be seen in The Greek Orthodox 
Theological Review, 10 pt. 2 (1964-5) (Aarhus); 13 pt. 2 (1968) (Bristol); 16 pts. 1 and 2 
(1971) (Geneva and Addis Ababa). 

82 cf. Methodios Fouyas, The Person of Jesus Christ in the Decisions of the Ecumenical 
Councils (Addis Ababa, 1976), p. 223ff. 

83 “The Christology of Severus of Antioch’, Abba Salama (Athens), 4 (1973), p. 
126. 

84 cf. ‘Further Studies in the Christology of Severus of Antioch’, ور‎ 
Pharos (Athens), 58 pts. 3-4 (1976), p. 284. 

85 Ibid., pp. 286-296 and cf. Abba Salama, pp. 145-151. 

86 Ibid., pp. 283-286. 

87 Abba Salama, p. 145 and cf. pp. 160-161. 





xxii 'THE CORRESPONDENCE OF SEVERUS AND SERGIUS 


nothing but the legacy of the polemics of a bygone age". 8$ As a consequence 
of this, Samuel argued that in the dispute between Severus and John the 
Grammarian, the issue was not whether or not the manhood of Christ was 
real, but bow the manhood was to be understood and interpreted.® Throughout all of 
this argument, Samuel showed beyond doubt the Cyrillian foundation on 
which Severus stood. 

If Severus was not a Monophysite, what was he? Samuel explained that 
Severus did not object to the dynamic continuance of the two natures. The 
exchange of letters between Severus and Sergius provides ample oppor- 
tunity to study in detail the status and role of the human nature in the 
incarnation, and what implications this had for our understanding of the 
union. 

From the Chalcedonian side, Zambolotsky showed himself to be in 
considerable agreement with Samuel?" He approached Severus through 
Lebon, and saw him as rooted in the theology of Cyril. Zambolotsky took 
up Samuel’s contention, that as regards the Miaphysite formula pia bors 
tod تأمع©‎ Adyov osoapkonévn, ‘Severus’ position cannot agree with such 
interpretation of pia as simply “one”’.°! The point was that Severus was not 
a Monophysite in any bad sense, which would involve dissolving the reality 
of the human nature in the union. Zambolotsky examined this contention 
carefully? and concluded that the reality of Christ's humanity was indeed 
strongly confirmed by Severus. It is appropriate to ask then how it was 
confirmed, what was its status and what was the nature of the union. 
Zambolotsky hinted at an answer to this. It was shown above that Samuel 
spoke of the ‘dynamic continuance’ of the two natures in Severus’ 
Christology. Zambolotsky suggested that ‘Severus’ human nature is not 
“hypostatic” but like the human nature of Leontius of Byzantium and John 
of Damascus “hypostatized”, received into the unity of the hypostasis of 
the Logos’. This perceptive comment may hold the key for future study of 
Severus’ Christology. Iain R. Torrance took this trajectory further in his 


88 Ibid., pp. 161-162. 

59 cf. Ekklesiastikos Pharos, p. 277, and Abba Salama, p. 173. 

?? “The Christology of Severus of Antioch’, Ee&lesiasti&os Pharos, 58 pts. 3-4 
(1976), pp. 357-386. 

?! Zambolotsky, و204‎ p. 367; cf. Samuel, Abba Salama, pp. 145 and 160-161 
and ‘One Incarnate Nature of God the Word’, Greek Orthodox Theological Review, 10 
pt. 2 (1964), p. 48. 

92 Zambolotsky, ébid., pp. 367-373. 

3 Ibid., p. 377. 


INTRODUCTION xxiii 


Christology after Chalcedon: Severus of Antioch and Sergius the Monophysit®t and a 
subsequent paper examining Severus’ use of Gregory of Nazianzus.?? This 
line of interpretation of Severus was largely followed by Aloys Grillmeier 
and Theresia Hainthaler in Christ in Christian Tradition, volume 2, part 2, The 
Church of Constantinople in the Sixth Century.96 


C. MANUSCRIPT AND TRANSLATION 


The letters between Severus and Sergius were, of course, written in Greek. 
In the preface to his edition of the Syriac text, Lebon refers to A. 
Baumstark, who judged that the Syriac translation was made by Paul of 
Kallinike.°’ M. Brière agrees with this.°* Paul was banished from his see 
around 519. He later went to Edessa, where he translated many of Severus’ 
works. He died in exile.” 

The manuscript translated is that edited by Lebon in 1949.190 It is BL 
Add MS 17154. Wright described the manuscript as being of vellum, about 
7 7/8 inches by 6 5/8, and consisting of 52 leaves, some of which are 
slightly stained, especially at the beginning. Each page is divided into two 
columns, of from 31-42 lines, and he told us that the volume is written in a 
good, regular Estrangela hand of the 7 century. Lebon told us that 
Wright forgot to note that there is a gap in the manuscript between the 
present folios 6 and 7. Photography seems to reveal that 3 folios have been 
cut out. 102 

Lebon believed Add 17154 to be the only manuscript of the letters.!? 
In an article published in 1975 Sebastian Brock has shown that fragments 
of the letters survive in an 8th or 9th century manuscript, Harvard 


%4 Cambridge: Canterbury Press, 1988 and Eugene, Oregon: Wipf and Stock, 
1998. 

‘Paradigm change in sixth century Christology’ in Greek Orthodox Theological‏ 5د 
Review, volume 36, part 3-4, 1992, pp 277-285.‏ 

96 London: Mowbray (ET 1995). The discussion of the exchange between 
Severus and Sergius is on pp. 111-128. 

? EM p. v. 

?8 "Introduction Générale à toutes les Homélies’, PO 29, p. 17. 

? Honigmann, op. cit., p. 54. 

100 CSCO 119 (Syr. 64). 

۱0۱ W., Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum (London, 
1872), pt. 2, pp. 557-558. 

1? Lebon, Le Monophysisme, p. 163, n. 2. 

105 cf. EM p. iv. 
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(Houghton Library) syr. 22.194 In a report, Brock described the manuscript 
as containing 80 folios, the vast majotity of which are loose, and many of 
which are badly damaged.' The folios are out of order and many have 
been lost. Keeping to the order of the modern foliation Sebastian Brock 
was kind enough to give me a list of what fragments of the letters the 
manuscript preserves. This goes slightly beyond the list he gave in his 
report.!06 The reference is to the pagination of Lebon's edition of the Syriac 
text. 


H. syr. 22 

£12? = Lebon p. 70.3-25 
<7 ff lost> 

50 = 90.29- 94.16 
39 = 94.16- 98.11 
37 = 98.12-101.25 
23 = 101.25-105.10 
47 = 105.10-108.19 
59 = 108.19-112.1 
<1 flost> 

45 = 115.15-118.20 
<3 ff lost) 

26 = 129.23-133.17 
25 = 133.17-136.26 
36 = 136.26-140.6 
33 = 140.6 -143.16 
24 = 143.16-146.25 
<4 ff lost> 

44 = 160.24-[164.3] 
72 = 164.3-167.18 
«1 flost> 

34 = 171.1 -174.18 


104 ‘Some New Letters of the Patriarch Severus’, Studia Patristica 12 (Texte und 
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristhichen Literatur, Band 115), Berlin 1975, pp. 17- 
24. 

105 Ihid., p. 18. 

106 Thid., pp. 19-20. 
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35 — 174.18-177.28 
62 — 177.28-181.12 
«end lost» 


Brock tells us that the Harvard manuscript provides the same translation as 
that found in Add 17154.10 In the translation of Lebon’s edition I refer in 
several instances to the Harvard reading, which Sebastian Brock most 
generously made available to me. 

The translation is fairly literal. As the letters were written in Greek, it is 
a version, not an original that is translated here, and inevitably certain 
obscurities and difficulties remain. 

Words supplied for the sense, but absent in the Syriac, are placed in 
round brackets ) ). The page references to Lebon’s edition of the Syriac text 
are given in Z/a//ey within round brackets. Where a suggested emendation, or 
a variant in Harvard syr. 22, is translated instead of Add 17154, the word or 
phrase is placed in square brackets | ]. Diamond brackets > > are used to 
show a lacuna in the manusctipt. 


107 104, p. 19. 


TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


Letter I of Sergius 


The Letters to each other of Sergius the Grammarian and of Sever- 
us, Patriarch of Antioch (Lebon p. 70).! 

The First Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the venerable 
Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, in which he asks how those who think 
Christ is from? two natures are to be reconciled, who have used the 
name of Antoninus, Bishop of Aleppo. The letter is as follows. 

To my Lord who is holy in all things, and venerable spiritual 
Father, Bishop Antoninus: Sergius a humble Grammarian: Greet- 
ings in our Lord. 

When just now I looked out upon these divine matters, my faculty 
of sight cringed back, as if I (were) looking directly into the rays of 
the sun. And the promises of the ship? are awaited by me anxiously, 
because I have no clear opinion, but rather I look to "The depths of 
the navigation? of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God".* And 
as I was thrust out from this with diverse reasonings, I read the law 
of the one who sings, which says “Ask your Fathers, and they will 
inform you".5 Now is the time of uncertainty: I shall speak now with 
the (rest of the) city.? 

I made a request from your holy gathering: for we are asking for 
the eradication of the confession from those who fell and returned to 
themselves, while you make enormous concessions. I stammered as 
much as I was able about matters of the rule of the faith, (and) I 
wrote as much as I understood. (Lebon p. 71) 

But the summing up of it all was: “We do not speak of two natures 
or proprieties after the inexpressible union". But this, which did not 
seem to be expressed in accordance with reason, was corrected as 
follows by you: "We do not speak of divided proprieties". And my 
mind is shaken by this, and though I turned my reasoning up and 
down, even now I am unable to ascend to comprehension of the pro- 
position. 

What then? Shall we speak of two proprieties, so that we may re- 
move the foolishness of the metousiasts, flesh being understood as 
flesh, and divinity not descending to confusion? But this is to keep 
(two) ousiai, and by no means just proprieties. For God and flesh are 
ousiai, but it is the [propriety]" of God to be eternally, but of flesh to 
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become and to be corrupted. But if we should say that the proprie- 
ties persist how will we find them, when we enquire about the facts in 
question? For the propriety of God, to be sure, is that he is not seen 
or touched:—yet God came visibly, and “was seen on earth, and had 
dealings with men",$ and “we saw him, and his appearance was not 
honourable, and was despised by men",? .... “that which was 
from the beginning, which we have heard and seen, and our hands 
have touched, concerning the Word of Life...".!? But it is the pro- 
priety of flesh that it is brought forth from two parents, and when 
once it is brought forth, that it should also be corrupted. But where 
are these things in the case of the flesh of Life? For no man was 
father of Christ, for without the bush being burned,!! and the door 
being still sealed,!? the Lord went forth endowed with a body. 
Hence because he was not born in accordance with the propriety of 
the flesh, neither did his flesh see corruption. But every propriety 
belongs to an underlying nature, and if we speak of two proprieties, 
(Lebon p. 72) we are obliged also to speak of two natures. But if we 
suppose that the proprieties are undivided, neither do those (Dyo- 
physites) divide the natures, but everywhere proclaim to us (natures) 
which are undivided. And this is the summing up of the sickness of 
Chalcedon and the madness of Leo, which, while it divides the ac- 
tivities with the natures, says (each form does what is proper) undivi- 
dedly “in partnership with the other".!? Therefore how shall we 
escape from such frenzy, we who teach one nature of the Word 
incarnate after the union, unless, just as we believe Christ is one 
from two natures, so also we accept one propriety from two of God 
incarnate, of him who out of kindness undertakes to be seen, but 
transcended the human propriety by means of the supreme union: 
thus he walked on the waters without being dragged by the burden 
of the flesh into the depth of the sea. And when they sealed the 
sepulchre, he was not held in, and closed doors were unable to pre- 
vent his entrance. 

And so henceforward, neither is any propriety of God to be recog- 
nised in [his]'* Logos, nor is any (propriety) of flesh to be seen (in 
him either), but the entire manner of the economy points towards 
one propriety, that which is with God incarnate. For just as laughter 
is the propriety to “man”, and none of the other animals is like him 
in this, so also there is one propriety of Christ, in which no-one from 
those who are invisible or visible shares. For only God who was 
incarnate is born from the Virgin, and performed everything and 
suffered on our behalf, and'from where he descended, there again he 
ascended, endowed with the flesh. 
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LETTER I OF SERGIUS 


Good Fathers, let it be your concern that I should emerge from 
this grievous doubt. And enquire by yourselves into my contempt- 
ible thoughts, and correct and raise them to your own, and do not 
reject my smallness and youth, being like Christ, the chief of shep- 
herds, who (Lebon p. 73) did not reject the children when they came 
near. But as you are high priests of his, you plan by all means to 
offer pure sacrifices; now this is the sacrifice of him who was inhomi- 
nated on our behalf: a pure mind fulfilled in the knowledge of the 
Spirit. 

The First Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the holy Patriarch 
Severus has ended. 


Notes 


1. “Lebon p. 70" refers to the pagination of Lebon's edition of the Letters, CSCO 
119 (Syr. p. 64). 
2. œa e» Lebon notes that the text should probably be emended to read دحطای‎ 
("in two natures"), i.e. the Chalcedonian formula év 8o ddceow. 
3. Lebon notes that the Syriac translator seems to have taken the word ràovrov to 
be the genitive of 7۵۰ 
. cf. Rom. xi. 33. 
. cf. Deut. xxxii. 7. All OT references are to LXX. 
. The text of these two paragraphs is particularly obscure. 
. Reading دملمط»‎ for دتلمط»‎ (cf. lines 17 and 22. below). 
. Baruch iii. 38. 
. Is. liii. 2-3. 
10. 1Jn.i.l. 
11. cf. Ex. iii.2-3. 
12. cf. Ezek. xliv.1-2. 
13. PL 54.7678. Ep. XXVIII, ad Flavianum (“The Tome"). 
14. Reading ala for ales. hls» is translated by "Logos". An easier meaning 
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might be given if it is translated by “condition”: "in [his] condition. . .". 


0 00 J A tA 4 


más Mam iaoa vaa AN, cu, ia mA, Y 


gn Nl Lory bào ص وب نفد‎ Joo ig ۱ "CIT E (73) ص‎ Ls, 
DOU وب‎ Lo PONT eos هزه‌می ووامزحم وخسا وحنا‎ No من‎ 
حماصدحا.‎ Laos, | تما ونا وحم‎ auol? dsp»; eon Laas 
hole lupo Lex اص عدص.‎ nan R09 J| No -o EEN Asda + 
elong 


Letter [ of Severus 


A copy of the Letter of holy and blessed Severus, Archbishop and 
Patriarch of Antioch, to chaste Sergius the Grammarian, who was 
asking about particularities and activities and about the sufferings 
which bring salvation. 

I praise your Chastity, who wanted to explain the problem 
expressed in the letter logically and at the same time in the fear of 
God. For there is, furthermore, the prophetic saying which permits 
that we should make enquiry, along with the fact that enquiry 
should be restrained by an anchor of the fear of God, saying as 
follows, *If you enquire, enquire, but dwell with me",! and (The 
Book of) Proverbs introduces this instructively, when it defines, 
“Unchastened education goes astray".? [And I admired]? your com- 
ing to me in humility, which bears witness to your wisdom. For the 
same (Book of) Proverbs may be heard, which says: “Wisdom is 
meditated upon in the mouth of the humble". And the writings of 
the law order priests to resolve what is uncertain, and to expound 
those things which would otherwise be anywhere unclear, and to dis- 
tinguish what is good from what is not good, when it says to them as 
follows: *The law is for ever for your generations, that you should 
distinguish between what is holy and what is profane, and between 
what is pure (Lebon p. 74) and what is not pure, and that you should 
teach the children of Israel all the laws which the Lord has spoken to 
them”. 

It is recognised through these things that you have asked well, and 
that we ought to (give an answer) to the question. But since ques- 
tions of doctrine are considered hard to comprehend and hard to ex- 
press, I shall write as regards the question so far as I can grasp (the 
matter), looking towards him who gives a word of knowledge and a 
word of wisdom. For the word of the Proverbs says again: “The de- 
sire of the heart belongs to man, but the answer of the tongue comes 
from the Lord".9 

Know, therefore, that professing the natural particularity of the 
natures from which there is the one Christ is not just recently deter- 
mined by us. Far from it —for we remember that holy Cyril wrote as 
follows in the Second Letter to Succensus: (CYRIL): “For even if 
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CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON 


the Only-Begotten Son of God, incarnate and inhominate, is said by 
us to be one, he is not confused" because of this, as he seems to those 
people; nor has the nature of the Word passed into the nature of the 
flesh, nor indeed has the nature of the flesh (passed into) that which 
is his, but while each one of them continues together in the particu- 
larity that belongs to the nature, and is thought of in accordance 
with the account which has just been given by us, the inexpressible 
and ineffable union shows us one nature of the Son, but as I have 
said, incarnate".5 Observe, therefore that when the Doctor has con- 
fessed one nature of God the Word, who is incarnate, he says that 
each one of them continues together and is understood in the parti- 
cularity that belongs to the nature. 

But the same (Cyril) elucidates what the particularity that belongs 
to the nature is, by writing again as follows in the Treatise against 
Diodore: (CYRIL): "Therefore let us recognise that even if the body 
which was born (Lebon p. 75) at Bethlehem is not the same, that is, 
as far as natural quality is concerned, as the Word which is from 
God and the Father, yet nevertheless it became his, and did not 
belong to another man beside the Son. But the Word incarnate is to 
be considered one Son and Christ and Lord"? 

And after other points, as he sets out this very matter, he adds 
these as well: (CYRIL): “Because we say too that, with respect to 
particularity, flesh is completely of another nature from the Word 
which sprang from God and the Father: nevertheless it became his, 
in an inseverable union, with the result that the Word who shone 
forth from the ousia of God and the Father, is also named "seed of 
Abraham" in the flesh; when the economy calls him this, it in no way 
detracts from his being what he is. For although he is God by nature, 
he became in truth Son of man as well, and he is also Son of God and 
the Father, not in a spurious way nor with a false name, but he is he 
who ineffably and inexplicably is born from him, even though he is 
not thought of without the flesh after the union"'.!? 

It is therefore already made known for your Chastity from these 
things that particularity (implies) the otherness of natures of those 
things which have come together to union, and the difference (lies) in 
natural quality. For the one is uncreated, but the other created. And 
the one is not seen, but the other is seen, and the one is not touched, 
but the other is subject to touch. Nevertheless, while this difference, 
and the particularity of the natures, from which (comes) the one 
Christ, still remains without confusion, it is said that the Word of 
Life was both seen and touched, and the Gospel says that those 
theologian Disciples were spectators and ministers of the Word! !; 
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LETTER I OF SEVERUS 


not that he!? changed from his invisible nature, devoid of flesh, but 
he was united to a visible and solid body, not denying touch. (Lebon 
p. 76) 

Therefore do not ascribe the folly of the Synousiasts to this exact 
profession of the faith. For we are not ignorant in accordance with 
their madness, and cure evil with evil, and, as the saying is, thrust 
out a nail with a nail. But know quite clearly that precision and an 
accuracy for the truth demand this. For we say as well that a man 
like us is a living being, rational, mortal, capable of reason and 
knowledge, (and) because there is one nature and hypostasis from 
two, the whole living being is said to be mortal, and the whole is 
called rational, and we do not say that we do not know what (part) is 
living, and what (part) is rational; No, the fact that we know this 
does not divide the composition from which the one living being is 
constituted. For holy Cyril too, while making a defence against 
Andrew who found fault (with him) viciously in the Third Chapter, 
says as follows about the study of Emmanuel: (CYRIL): “There is 
no share in any blame that one should recognise, for example, that 
the flesh is one thing!? in its own nature, apart from the Word 
which sprang from God and the Father, and that the Only-Begotten 
is another again, with respect to his own nature. Nevertheless, to 
recognise these things is not to divide the natures after the union.” 14 

And your Chastity will recognise that it is of necessity that 
rational nature all has a difference with regard to everything appre- 
hended by sense, and not a difference only, but also a distinction: for 
these things are also removed from each other in quality of nature 
and in that they stand apart (Lebon p. 77) in place. And they are 
removed distinctly from each other, and with the difference is yoked 
entire distinctness and remoteness. But when a single hypostasis is 
completed by a coming together in natural union from a rational 
nature and from a sensible one, we see that the difference of those 
things which have come together to be one, (the difference that is) 
which lies in natural quality, has not been suppressed, because there 
is no confusion of the union; but the division has been removed, 
because those things which were different in natural quality do not 
exist independently, but complete one hypostasis from two. 

Well then, let us transfer this to the study of Emmanuel, and let us 
make an enquiry of the divinity and the humanity. They are not only 
different in everything but they are removed from each other and 
distinct as well. But when union is professed from the two of them, 
the difference, again, in the quality of the natures from which there is 
the one Christ is not suppressed, but in conjunction by hypostasis 


12 


mss Mam mom ao can VAN, Qu, ia RAN, Y 


Wwe iiag «حسزها||‎ Lont bss hoy b wc Nee NISS الا‎ 
Ndas llas مج‎ flaw uooti, wise! bool, hos 9h 
Lau Sao .leo bus oo مھ ومنب اب منم‎ JN ego boo, 
hx» س‎ ee). nee! دلا‎ JN” JoseNase Soo flas اما‎ 
ومحده‎ Laso Lm» ES hon wd OS الا‎ dae el سنه ا|: ما‎ ~ 
Lidl Sx اوق‎ nee مبمعا‎ wo! بح‎ Loa مها سها.‎ Laois 
Haa Nido Sally wool jy} La حزه‌سا‎ VY وحمحبه ان : هر‎ 
oral 4 Nes a Jose Soy وب‎ 99 | Naso مه وحم مع ¦ ولا‎ # JNSSL, 
suaa [oto Jo ومن‎ oo [No من‎ oM Jus ody Lunas هه‎ bily 
وق‎ feo Spy بو‎ ax الا‎ TT [NS so p onus ol وب‎ bos 
4 حده سومه .|| مت‎ Lio 

وی وب eo ce planas wl‏ سح lao, sór A?‏ سحلا. عه‌سها 
zao Ià Sas o5 N?‏ مز Do „Lan‏ عه‌سحه| yad‏ ال 
ce eo BQ eos) „La gado‏ منوا 2 حمحعه Laos Jos.‏ وحة v&d‏ 
popa (77) Lanora quen‏ وهای lazos‏ م pro wong Bes‏ 
عه wis! Jlaausjo BEL lajao of er? ] 2S.‏ وب ومن حسا دحلا 
ومع ذه sau jhso‏ سم loaro‏ موم glg Lila slotas‏ سا Lapua‏ 
Nu.‏ [. عهسحكا ce‏ وحم واحس| ph 99 sed ol?‏ وحعه وحه || JN‏ 
Sys‏ لا حه ححلا Jes‏ مرن ولا gall py‏ وب So hk sos‏ 
وحه oo q9ouso‏ هحفحبه || veo sese‏ وحمحعه و حه || JN o‏ 
e Sao‏ منم وب مبه‌صا ~ ex.‏ تعن . 

OS JLasclo وه‎ Lasse SAC loll laxo Jio MSS euo 
ف بے‎ aaia fh qe Qe ganic الا‎ ees Nas sods 
pou, ho, || عه‌سحه| وحصمهوحه‎ col سومه .|| وم ات صخ اهوما.‎ 
uS upoo Jue id loaa, "^ لا وحمي: حصعه | وب‎ Luas ~ 
Lasin حخدصصا وا ,لمح0‎ sued oae bora. Dd Minow hon 
wb? of bb edu | بح موه‎ Laas $ed aot . coajaheasy 
eo قاس‎ La INu? lajad of saot? Jo وعه‌سحه|‎ 


CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON 


division is driven out. And look how wise Cyril clearly teaches this, 
in the Second Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius. 
(CYRIL): *For I too allow that there is a great difference or distinc- 
tion between humanity and divinity. For these things which were 
named are seen to be other, according to the mode of how they are, 
and they are not like each other in anything. But when the mystery 
which is in Christ has come for us into the middle, the principle of 
union does not ignore the difference but it removes the division; not 
because it confuses with each other or mixes the natures, but because 
the Word of God has shared in flesh and blood, thus again the Son 
too is understood and named as one."!5 But if someone should 
wrongfully divide Emmanuel with a duality (Lebon p. 78) of natures 
after the union, there also occurs a division at the same time, along 
with the difference of the natures, and the properties are divided in 
every respect to suit the (two) natures. And wise Cyril again lear- 
nedly explained this in the same volume, when he said as follows 
after other things: (CYRIL): “God is not touchable, but the Word 
became subject to touch by means of his own flesh; he is invisible by 
nature, but he became visible by means of the body. But you again, 
in making distinctions in every way, play craftily with the truth, in 
that on the one hand you keep distinct the natures, but on the other 
hand you unite, so you say, the worship. But if you keep distinct the 
natures, the properties of each one of them naturally go with them as 
well. Then the principle of difference occurs in everything, (and) thus 
two are confessed."'! 6 

It is clearly established, therefore, from these things which have 
been quoted, that natural quality is the principle of how (a thing) is, 
for the Doctor said: with respect to how they are, these things which 
are named are seen to be different and are unlike each other in any- 
thing. And so we confess the difference and the particularity and the 
otherness of the natures from which Christ is, for we do not quarrel 
about names, but (we confess) the particularity which (lies) in 
natural quality and not that which will be set in parts,!? each one 
existing independently. For holy Cyril writes as follows too, in the 
Treatise of question and answer That Christ is One: (CYRIL): 
“Therefore, as I have said, it is not right that we should make a 
division into an independent diversity, so that they should become 
separate and apart from each other; rather we ought to bring (them) 
together to [undivided]!? union. For the Word became flesh, accord- 
ing to the word(s) of John."!? (Lebon p. 79) 

For we do not refuse to confess the difference, God forbid, but we 
flee from this, that we should divide the one Christ in a duality of 
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natures after the union. For if he is divided, the properties of each 
one of the natures are divided at the same time with him, and what is 
its own will cling to each one of them. But when a hypostatic union 
is professed, of which the fulfilment is that from two there is one 
Christ without confusion, one person, one hypostasis, one nature 
belonging to the Word incarnate, the Word is known by means of 
the properties of the flesh, and the properties of the humanity will 
become the properties of the divinity of the Word; and again the 
properties of the Word will be acknowledged as the properties of the 
flesh, and the same one will be seen by means of both (sets of proper- 
ties), both touchable and not touchable, and visible and not visible, 
and belonging to time and from before time, and we shall not attri- 
bute the properties of each nature, dividing them up. 

And the clear and astute words of wise Cyril will again teach and 
instruct us clearly (in) these things, for he writes as follows in the 
Third Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius: (CYRIL): 
*Does he then lie, when he said that the Son of Man, who is himself, 
descended from heaven? Far from it! For he is himself the truth. 
Therefore how may ‘the Son of Man from above’ be understood 
rightly? Because although he is God the Word and from the ousia 
which is above every (ousia), it is said that he descended and took 
the form of a servant, and then speaks with us, not, from then on, as 
the naked Word, but as a man like us, and as one who is understood 
already as one with flesh united to him. (Lebon p. 80) 

Just as, for the sake of that which is proper to the emptying, he 
takes for his own all those things which are of the body, even though 
he is incorporeal by nature, so too, he, being from above and from 
heaven, attributes (the words) ‘he came from above’ to himself, 
while he was man, even though he was in the flesh with us from 
woman. Therefore the properties of the Word became properties of 
manhood, and those of manhood, properties of the Word. For thus 
one Christ and Son and Lord 19 ۰ 

Therefore when we anathematise those who say Emmanuel has 
two natures after the union, and (speak of the) activities and proper- 
ties of these, we are not saying this as subjecting to anathema the fact 
of speaking of, or naming, natures, or activities or properties, but 
speaking of two natures after the union, and because consequently 
(those natures) attract their own activities and properties which are 
divided along with the natures completely and in everything, 
whether we say (this) or not. For if this were not so, it would be right 
for us not to profess Emmanuel even to be “from two natures", if 
the word "natures" were to be shunned. But now, when we say 
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"from two natures", and acknowledge one God who was immutably 
incarnate and inhominate, and believe that there was an unconfused 
union, we are obliged to acknowledge as well the particularities of 
the natures from which Emmanuel is. And we call this a particularity 
and name it: (that is,) that which (lies) in difference of natural 
quality, which (definition) I will not cease repeating many times, and 
not that (which lies) in (independent) parts,?! and natures in in- 
dependent existence are implied, (Lebon p. 81) for to say this belongs 
to those who mutilate (Christ) with a duality after the inexpressible 
union, and not to us, who profess him to be one from two. 

And then about activities: we find a distinct opinion when we have 
recourse to the quotations of the God-clad Fathers. For Basil, great 
and wise in divine matters, wrote, in the Treatise of refutations 
against Eunomius, that he who acts is one thing, and activity is 
another, and another that which was enacted, and these things are 
quite removed from each other. For he who acts is he who is im- 
pelled towards doing something, but the activity (is) like an active 
movement and impetus of the will which is directed on and indicates 
doing something, and is set in motion at once. In the case of activity, 
that which wills (it) remains complete and momentarily impelled to 
action, but (activity) is not a hypostasis, but the things which are 
enacted, which are brought to completion as a result of this and 
exist, (are hypostases). For when evil Eunomius had said that the 
Son was made, and was not an off-spring of the Father, holy Basil 
says to him ensnared in intellectual nets by perverted opinions and 
human arguments: If, according to your word, the Son is an effect, 
what do you understand an effect to be? That which is completed 
from activity. Then he is third from the Father and not second, if the 
Father is understood as he who acts, and activity is an active move- 
ment, and that which is enacted is what is completed by movement. 
But he says as follows—for we ought to quote the words of the 
Doctor verbally: BASIL: "If the Son (Lebon p. 82) is an activity, and 
not an off-spring, he is neither the agent, nor the product, for an ac- 
tivity is something other than these. But he is also without hyposta- 
sis, for no activity is hypostatic. But if he is that which is enacted, he 
is third from the Father, and not without an intermediary. For he 
who acted is first, and then activity, and then that which was 
enacted."?? 

Therefore what has thus been clarified and made known is that he 
who acted is one thing, and activity is another, and another (still) 
that which was acted upon, or effected. And activity is something in 
the middle, that is, an active movement, between him who acted and 
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that which was acted upon, even if in the case of God, his wishing is 
the accomplishment of an action, and it is not easy to find that which 
is in the middle, when everything exists in a moment, and as in the 
blink of an eye, as Paul says.?? We will apply (this) reasoning to 
what was set down earlier. 

And first, let us test this on the example of a man like us. Thus, 
some of the things which are done by a man like us are intellectual, 
and some are sensible and bodily. For example, to reckon up and 
think about something that should be done, and to fulfil and plan in 
thought, and to fix and determine intention, is a thing which is done 
intellectually, such as arranging how it is fitting to prepare a city ora 
house or a ship. But to build a house or to construct a ship, is sen- 
sible and bodily. And the man who acts (in both cases) is one, con- 
sisting of soul and body, and the activity is one, for the active 
movement is one, which is the impetus of volition, but the things 
which are done are diverse, for one is intellectual but the other is sen- 
sible and bodily. One can see the same in the case of Emmanuel. 
(Lebon p. 83) For there is one who acts, that is the Word of God 
incarnate; and there is one active movement which is activity, but the 
things which are done are diverse, that is (the things) accomplished 
by activity. For example, bodily to walk on the earth and to make a 
journey is something human, but to raise up and order to run those 
who are lame in the feet, and unable to use their soles, but who are 
prostrate and crawl like reptiles, is most proper to God. But there is 
one Word which was incarnate, and one activity of his, which is an 
active movement, which performed the one and the other. And it is 
not the case that, because these things which were done were of dif- 
ferent kinds, we say that consequently there were two natures which 
were effecting those things, for as we have said, a single God the 
Word incarnate performed both of them. And just as no-one divides 
the Word from the flesh, so also it is impossible to divide or separate 
these activities. For we also recognise a variety of utterances: for 
some are proper to God, while others are human, but one Word 
incarnate spoke both the former and the latter. For there are utter- 
ances which make known at the same time the divine character of 
Emmanuel and the humanity as well, as “One Lord Jesus Christ, 
through whom are all things",?* and "From whom is Christ, in the 
flesh, who is God blessed for ever, above all things".?* And no-one, 
unless he is mad, dares to divide or distinguish into two these state- 
ments, which establish the same (Christ) as indivisible, being both 
from Israel in the flesh, and God blessed for ever. And again the 
same one is anointed because he was incarnate, for the act of being 
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anointed belongs to the incarnation, and through the same (one) 
everything came into existence. (Lebon p. 84) 

But what our Saviour said about the death of Lazarus is like those 
utterances as well, in that it shows at the same time the divine char- 
acter and humanity: "Lazarus our friend is asleep, but I go that I 
may arouse him".?9 For it belongs to God that he should say that he 
would rouse him as if he were asleep, him who for four days had 
been reckoned among the dead, and had wasted away, and had 
putrified in the body, and in truth to change death into sleep, 
because of the hope of the resurrection; but it was human to say “I 
مع‎ and shall awake him". For he was able as God, even while he was 
far off, to do that. But he mingled the two, establishing that he is 
indivisibly one and the same Son and Word, who on our behalf 
unchangeably became man, speaking as befits God and humanly. 
Thus too it is often possible to see in his actions what belongs to the 
character of God and (what is) human mingled together. For how 
will anyone divide walking upon the water? For to run upon the sea 
is foreign to the human nature, but it is not proper to the divine 
nature to use bodily feet. Therefore that action is of the incarnate 
Word, to whom belongs at the same time divine character and 
humanity indivisibly. 

It is possible to see that those things which are contained in the 
Tome of Leo go clearly against these things, and I quote them: LEO: 
*For each one of the forms does what belongs to it; the Word doing 
what belongs to the Word, and the body fulfilling those things which 
belong to the body, and the one of them is radiant with wonders, but 
the other falls under insults".?" For if each form or nature does 
those things which are its own, those (Lebon p. 85) things are of a 
bastard partnership and of a relationship of friendship, such as a 
master's taking on himself the things which are performed by a ser- 
vant, or vice versa, a servant's being glorified with the outstanding 
possessions of a master, while those things which are not properties 
of human nature are ascribed to him out of a loving friendship. For 
he is a man clad with God, who in this way makes use of a power 
which is not his own, and is impelled by one who acts, like an inani- 
mate instrument, perhaps a saw or an axe, which is used by a crafts- 
man. 

But Jesus is not like that, away with you! For he is seen using his 
own power as God inhominate, and he confirms this with utterances 
worthy of God. And to the sea he says, “Be quiet, be restrained و28‎ 
and to Peter when he called out "Order me to come to you on the 
water", he orders "Come",?? and to the leper "I am willing: be 
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clean".?? And he lays down the law with the authority of God and 
says “But I say to you, do not be angry"?! and nowhere does he say 
"The Lord says this", “In the name of the Lord I do such and such 
things". These things (are so) even though, because it was suitable to 
the economy, and because of the contentiousness and the difficulty 
of the coming of the Jews towards God, and (because of) the imper- 
fection otherwise of those who were hearing, in many places he says 
that he has received a commandment from the Father,?? and that he 
speaks those things which he heard from him.?? But yet, showing 
(his) royal and unenslaved condition and equality of honour to- 
wards the Father, he said that the Father too works likewise,?^ and 
that the Father is in him, and he is in the Father,?5 because .... 
(3 folios missing» 

(Therefore he who divides Emmanuel, and defines him in two 
natures (Lebon p. 86) after the inexpressible union, along with the 
natures divides the activities and properties as well??9 and estab- 
lishes two natures which act and without diminishment undergo 
those things which are their own. But he who confesses one nature 
incarnate of God the Word, and teaches an unconfused union, does 
not deny awareness of the difference and particularity which lies in 
natural quality of the natures from which there is the one Christ. But 
it is foolish and uninstructed to say that Emmanuel was composed 
from two properties? or two activities. For because “to think" is a 
property of a rational mind, but "blackness" or "whiteness" for 
example (is a property) of a body, do we say because of this that a 
man is composed from "thinking" and from "whiteness" or from 
“blackness”? But no reasonable person says this: but he says that 
man exists from the natures of body and soul, to which (natures) 
those (properties) which were mentioned adhere and (from which) 
they are seen not to exist in isolation. But apart from this, how is it 
not absurd to speak of two properties or two activities? For there are 
many properties and not just two, of each nature. For example, of 
his humanity there is perceptibility, and visibility, and mortality, and 
being subject to hunger and to thirst and to other things like it. And 
there are many properties of the divine nature: invisibility, intangibi- 
lity, being before the ages, (Lebon p. 87) being unlimited. The things 
which are done are similarly many and various, and all these are as 
many as the human and divine actions that a man can recount. 

Thus he who divides Emmanuel in a duality of natures after the 
inexpressible union, divides with him, as we have said many times, 
the activities and properties as well. For it is customary often to call 
the things which are done "activity" and sometimes to call even him 


24 


más am mom ao vaa AN, Qu, ia whi 


ease مد‎ waay وکا‎ oN Juis .Sod La Loo ph لا‎ «e الا‎ 
ای‎ oa fac ای اجه‎ E فش‎ cess NENG a 
Ss qp Js eM 0094 وب وأرحف‎ mooi has Ml my SM : امد‎ 
Jew, Liane loas poleoo lal? رخا انا‎ hano Jh. قسا: هف‎ 
Je i hos exl ولا حدم‎ HL ابا حى ولا‎ e وب‎ b) ele 
Jaam Lla, فى‎ boe فر هت‎ Doo ibl وصزنا رفخ خخ‎ oaao 
ا‎ Nlonle JN Los, Loc, Lih Laamso laohol SSD 
من‎ Daa L002, ااا‎ RES exl : وحم وعدن‎ EROS 
Iyo IN 29 هم محسة|‎ pao Sx» ouv vana, doo tb? 
Js حخم‎ Jes è احا‎ oo واه‎ el Ja! Las, hal Lasamo jasoa 

— حاحا: سید‎ ogo OD L? saoto 
ge od فحطي فش )86( ماسم‎ anaa od میم يذه وسحكي‎ 
en eo به .| ووتحه۸|‎ Assoc عمجي حدر حشا‎ JN سومه .|| لا‎ 
ومححص‎ lus t وب‎ oo ICE eo دولا حرمنه || سعب‎ epa) هام‎ 
] SS. لا حفن حاوف ونيد عه‎ Ds JOAS مت .|| لا‎ zhas ,کا س۱۵‎ 
et ud lasso e» ودي‎ ho, INu | وحمحعه و حه‎ p "^ Lango 
oid Stew ee مها :رمحت او ان مار کک‎ 
JNS hlas فى‎ INS cas 264 he na ەلا ونك انا‎ 
ححنىيما:‎ ecol he Stoo zapat J | سهوه‎ of اه‌حمحها|‎ et چە حصا‎ 
Ny a Wo الا‎ Slasaso? ce of ranis Jhojau woo Gaul 26 ومن‎ 
Laua pasy cl lano banaa وکا من‎ couse الا‎ Jyo cel boo که‎ 
محص . ىننان‎ Nla par y REC seiso فى‎ sly eon لاحن‎ 
هت‎ deudas وك وا دهاز ونان‎ ane no 
وأبمه اه‎ seal p 49295 els aso «lus Soy IN, vou! Ha 
LoDo Laas | asas lool, eoo ەنە ا0 ا|.‎ JLanp ومد‎ Lana ANo 
y JNSA وب حدما فجتل‎ Lasgo .]| حرمه‎ o> JN eoo 
és loa ححفا: لا‎ (87) Pee ومن‎ vå Lana so لا‎ anu مد‎ 


25 


CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON 


who acts "activity" because activity is, properly speaking, as we 
have shown in the things said above, itself an active movement. 
Hence Julius the Theologian too, who was Bishop of Rome, in the 
Treatise designated “Against those who contend against the divine 
incarnation of the Word on the pretext of the óuooúciov”,38:39 says 
this: (JULTUS): "But there is one nature, one hypostasis, one activ- 
ity, one person, entirely God, entirely man, the same".*9 For 
because there is one who acts, both his activity and the active motion 
are one. But as we have said, the things which are done are many and 
diverse, but we who recognise one nature of God the Word incarnate 
say that these belong to one and the same, even if some are proper to 
God and some more human, just as we also believe the utterances 
proper to God and human were said by one and the same (person). 
(Lebon p. 88) 

But those who divide (Emmanuel) by speaking of two natures 
after the union, divide with them also those things which, as proper- 
ties, each one of the natures naturally attracts. 

But let it not escape your notice that holy Julius, when he con- 
fesses one nature incarnate of God the Word, confesses that he also 
recognises the properties of the natures from which the one Christ is, 
and the difference between them, while rejecting division. For he 
wrote this in the same Treatise: (JULIUS): “For the body, and God 
whose is the body, are one and the same, without the flesh having 
been changed to what is not bodily, but possessing both what is its 
own, which is from us by the birth from the Virgin, and that which is 
above us, by the mixture or union of God the Word".*! And again, 
in the Treatise designated "About the union of the body with the 
divinity of God the Word”, he says as follows: (JULIUS): “But it is 
confessed that in him the created (being) is in union with the 
uncreated, and the uncreated in combination?? with the created, 
while one nature is established from the two parts".*3 AND AFTER 
OTHER THINGS, “Hence necessarily, it is called both corporeal in 
everything and divine in everything. And he who is unable in these 
diverse things which are united to recognise what belongs to each of 
them, falls away into contradictions which do not agree, but he who 
both recognises the properties and preserves the union, neither de- 
frauds the natures,** nor is forgetful of the union."*5 You see how 
he said he acknowledges the properties of the natures, and preserves 
the union, one nature existing from the two parts. 

But regarding that thing which your Chastity said, that because 
(Lebon p. 89) the way of our Saviour's birth in the flesh was different 
from ours—for (he was born) from the Virgin and the Holy Spirit— 
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it was right that not even the properties of humanity should be seen 
as regards him, it is advantageous that we should introduce for you 
the words of wise Basil, which are written in the Treatise which we 
have mentioned, against Eunomius. For when that man had said 
that because the Father does not exist by birth, but the Son by birth, 
and the Spirit by procession, the ousia should also be divided, along 
with the difference of being of each hypostasis, that man learned in 
the Spirit and wise, in disposing of the objection says as follows: 
(BASIL): “If those things, which have the existence of what they are 
in different ways, have different ousia as well, not even men are 
alike*® in ousia. For Adam, who was fashioned from the earth, had 
one existence, but Eve another, from his side, and Abel another, 
from copulation, and another had he who was from Mary, for he 
was only from a virgin."*? Therefore, if they have the same ousia, 
both he who was fashioned from the earth, and she who was cut out 
from the rib, and he who came forth from the conjunction of a man 
and a woman, and he who was born in the flesh from a virgin, how 
does it not follow to think the properties of the ousia also appear in 
the same way on each one of them? But in this instance, because the 
Word of God had been hypostatically united to flesh which was 
rationally ensouled, from Mary who bore God, the Word was not 
allotting to his (own) flesh to suffer everything which belonged to it. 
But we say they "belonged to it" not so that we may distinguish the 
Word, for those things which we say the flesh suffers, (Lebon p. 90) 
are the sufferings of the incarnate Word, while his divinity does not 
lose impassibility. For to whom we say the flesh belongs, to this 
same (person) we reckon the sufferings of the flesh belong com- 
pletely. For he does not, because the conception and birth from the 
Virgin is a wonder, therefore renounce in everything the human laws 
of nature. For Gregory the Theologian also says this in the Letter to 
Cledonius: (GREGORY): "If a man says that (Christ) flowed in the 
Virgin as through a pipe, but not that in her he was formed at the 
same time in a human and a divine way—in a divine way (because) 
without a man, and in a human way because in the law of concep- 
tion—he is like an atheist".** And holy Cyril, in the Treatise of 
question and answer That Christ is One says: (CYRIL): “Nor would 
he have been a curse, when he suffered the cross on our behalf, 
unless he had become flesh, that is, he became flesh and was inhomi- 
nate, and underwent a birth like us for our sake, humanly, that 
(birth) I say, which (took place) through the holy Virgin".4? 
Therefore when you hear that the conception of Emmanuel took 
place in a divine way and at the same time in a human way, how do 
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you completely remove him from human properties, which the 
incarnate Word receives willingly? For unless we say the flesh was 
capable of receiving the things which belonged to it, with the excep- 
tion of sin—for this is not a part of the ousia, but a sickness which, 
as [ have said, occurs as a result of inattention—-he was able neither 
to suffer the cross on our behalf nor to endure death. But it is well 
known that he was undergoing these things in that of which it was 
the nature to suffer. And he who was incarnate is also he who suf- 
fered (Lebon p. 91) in the flesh, while he remained, in that he is God, 
impassible. And if we separate him from our statement that he suf- 
fered, we separate him as well, at an earlier point, from the flesh in 
which he willingly underwent suffering. For because of this the ark 
was prepared from wood which would not rot, and outside and in- 
side it was smeared over with gold, because gold as a type repre- 
sented (the) divinity, and the wood (the humanity), so that we see 
one Christ prefigured from the two of them.5? And in the same way 
as the wood does not rot, neither does it sustain corruption from 
worm or maybe from moth, but it allows the cutting of iron and the 
burning of fire; so too the humanity which the Word of God united 
hypostatically to himself did not endure the corruption from sin, 
which corrupts like (the corruption) from moth and worm. For it 
was not able to be downtrodden as far as sinning is concerned, but it 
was capable of receiving the cutting of iron and other torments, since 
the incarnate Word allowed that it should suffer this when he 
wished. In this it is said that he was scourged, and pierced by the 
nails, and died in the flesh, and underwent burial, even though by the 
resurrection he was seen to be above these things, and he was not left 
in Sheol, nor did his flesh see corruption. 

But that the teachings of the God-clad Fathers agree with these 
things, hear again the quotation, which is inspired by God, of Cyril, 
who says as follows in the Treatise of Address to the God-fearing 
emperor Theodosius: “Is it not then already known—for it is not 
unknown to anyone at all—that the Only-Begotten became like us, 
that is, fully man, in order that he might set free our earthly body 
from intrusive corruption, imparting his own life to it, in the econ- 
omy through the union. (Lebon p. 92) 

But he made the human soul his own that he might show it super- 
ior to sin, and he imparted to it the firmness and unchangeableness 
of his own nature, as dye in a fleece. For I think words about these 
things which far surpass what is not to be seen require examples; for 
we see with difficulty the divine and mind-transcending mysteries in 
a mirror and in riddles.?! But as I think, the matter was not ‘not to 
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be seen', for it supplies in it a consideration which is probable, or 
rather, valid. For just as (the flesh), because it became the flesh of the 
Word who gives life to all, was above the grasp of death and corrup- 
tion, in the same way, I think, (the soul) because it became the soul 
of him who knew not how to sin, possessed an established and 
unchanging position in all good things, and became incomparably 
more powerful than the sin which once opposed us. For Christ (was) 
the first man on earth who 'did no sin, nor was deceit found in his 
mouth'." 52:53 AND AGAIN AFTER A LITTLE, “But it is marvel- 
fous and there is no-one at all to whom it is not stupifying, that a 
body, which is corruptible by nature, should revive; for it belonged 
to the incorruptible Word. And again the soul, having obtained a 
combination like this [with him]5* and union, descended into Sheol 
using the power and authority appropriate to God, and appeared to 
the spirits there."55 And again he seals up the things said in the 
Treatise by adding this: AND AGAIN: "(There is) one Lord Jesus 
Christ, and through him the Father created everything. Therefore he 
is both Creator as God, and Life-giver as life, and he is composed so 
as to become one in the middle from human properties and from 
those which are above man.*° For he is mediator between God and 
men, according to the scriptures: for he is God by nature (Lebon p. 
93) and not without flesh; while truly man, and not mere (man) like 
us, but he is he whom he was, even though he became flesh. For it is 
written ‘Jesus Christ, yesterday and today, the same for ever'."5? 
And that (which is written) in the prophet Isaiah, "And we saw him, 
that he had neither form nor beauty, but his appearance was not 
honourable but inferior to men"5? makes known the greatness of 
the contempt and insult which came upon him when he was tested. 
And he was beaten upon his cheeks blows which were utterly shame- 
ful, and he did not turn away his face from the disgrace of spitting, 
but he endured the cross and disregarded the shame, as the Apostle 
said. For he brought no rejection of the flesh or change or trans- 
formation of the human ousia: for it belonged to Christ in this too 
that he should overcome more than men. And he did not open his 
mouth, but he came to slaughter without an utterance like a lamb. 
And he endured everything humbly and with supreme long-suffer- 
ing:— all this while he was God by nature and knowing no sin, even 
if he was, the same, man in truth. Greatest of all, (the fact) that his 
glory also effects the size of the disgrace, means that no man from 
among men who suffered shall ever be compared to him. 

Your Chastity therefore being aware of these things and guided by 
the teachings of these former teachers of the mysteries in the Church, 
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you should not limp or be dim sighted, but should confess Emma- 
nuel from two natures, divinity and humanity, and not deny differ- 
ence and particularity with respect to natural quality of the natures 
from which the one (Christ) is brought together to an indivisible 
union. And you should think it iniquitous to divide Christ into a 
duality (Lebon p. 94) of natures after the union, and consequently 
their activities and properties. For in a duality everything is cut at 
the same time, and reduced to a diversity which is divided and cut in 
everything, whether you speak of activities or properties. For when 
we denounce the division (resulting from) a duality of natures after 
the union, we do not, as you have thought, instead introduce, as evil 
men advocate, the phrase “two united natures". But we say what is 
indisputably the case, namely that duality is cutting and division. 
For "If the union is true, they are not two in any way, but one Christ 
is understood from two’’,5? as holy Cyril said when he was writing in 
reply to evil Theodoret's complaints against the Chapters. And he 
sent the same thing to Succensus, thus: (CYRIL): "So that the two 
should henceforth be no longer two, but through the two one living 
thing has been completed’’.°° 

But let no-one ignorantly think that natural quality is ascribed 
only to the body, as for example the quality of being solid, or of 
taste, or of density, or of weight, or of thickness or transparency. 
For, because of the poverty of human intellects, we are obliged to 
make use of words having a corporeal signification about divine 
things as well, and they cannot be spoken of otherwise. Holy Cyril 
acknowledged this, in the first book of the Commentary on John's 
Gospel, when he says as follows: (CYRIL): "Therefore as far as 
approaches subtlety of mind (Lebon p. 95) and the acuteness of 
movement in it, let us look at the varied beauty of the divine nature, 
but expressing these things about it rather in a human way and in 
our vocabulary, for the tongue is incapable of extending to the 
measure of truth"?! Because of this, the same man in the second 
book of the same Commentary, interpreting the non-corporeal div- 
inity of the Father and the Son, says as follows: (CYRIL): "The off- 
spring are thought of as being a certain natural quality so to speak, 
of their begetters, showing what the begetter is in ousia, and display- 
ing the natural quality9? of their source".53 

We have, therefore, sent these things as we have understood them. 
And we rejoice with you at (your) growth and increase towards 
divine knowledge. Because of this we aptly say to you the word of 
the Apostle: “Meditate on these things, remain in these things, that 
your growth may be obvious to everyone’’.°* But avoid writing doc- 
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trinal teachings and do not easily approach this, for such things 
belong, as you know, to those who are much instructed and have 
meditated diligently on the Scripture inspired by God, and have 
grown rich on the toils of the things of the same Spirit, the tested for- 
mer teachers of mysteries in the holy Church, and not to those 
recently instructed in the knowledge of the divine teachings. But if 
somewhere you are compelled to make a pronouncement—as men 
frequently (affirm that) they will repent, and pursue the orthodox 
faith, and make profession—do you only lay down the creed of the 
318 Fathers, and anathema on those who oppose (it), both on indi- 
viduals and on teachings, just as previously in our vicinity too those 
who have repented have done. (Lebon p. 96) For it is proper and pru- 
dent that we follow them in these words, and proceed in everything 
in the footsteps of those who journeyed before, and be fearful and 
stand in awe, lest even unwillingly we put a foot anywhere and in 
anything untrod and difficult. For the (words), spoken in counsel in 
the Book of Proverbs, “We should carry knowledge?5 on our 
lips",59 as I think, lead in this direction. 

But our Lord Jesus Christ, God and Saviour, with whom are 
treasuries of wisdom and knowledge, as the Apostle has said,°’ 
grant that you may abound in every word and in all knowledge, and 
that you may gain the reward of a man zealous in faith and works, 
both in the present age and in that to come. 

The First Letter of the Patriarch Lord Severus to Sergius the 
Grammarian has ended. 


Notes 
1. Is. xxi.12. 
2. Prov. x.17. 
3. Reading م طدساط‎ for م طدساة‎ 
4. Prov. ۰ 
5. Lev. x.10-11. 
6. Prov. xvi.1 (Hexaplaric ms. only). 
7. The root here is «2». Please see Appendix C on “mixture words". 
8. PG 77.2418 (= ACO I, 1, 6a, p. 159.18-160.2). 
9. Cyril, Pusey edn. Vol. 5, p. 499.17-500.4. Syriac only. 


10. Ibid., p. 500.6-501.4. Syriac only. 

11. cf. I Jn. i.1-3. 

12. That is, the Logos. 

13. The contrast in Cyril is érépa pér... . érepos Se. 

14. PG 76.329D (=Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 286.3-8). Apol. pro XII Cap. contra 
Orient. 

15. PG 76.85A—B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 113.7-16). 

16. PG 76.105A-B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 128.25-129.2). 


36 


iaoa vaa AN, Qu, i3 mA, Y‏ نسح 


ja> جه عصا‎ Say aw NLs; U as لا‎ JN عه و حه | وب‎ 
of zflaass حهحصط: اه‎ of صا ومحعه‌وجه || وحجهعصا:‎ pL :JesolNso 
عدهوحا‎ eos Nh 3-59 Wes عسسها|.‎ of Lamana of Slona 
eo Sao س‎ epics Jal loco, || مححعحبه‎ Ns oo چە عصسا‎ 
وه‎ hasy 26 unas تقزم لا‎ Monde sans افا‎ Jods 
Loa ps0} ص‎ RICE Wwe! Laaa, Loo bAa swoja مىعا‎ 
bos EES (95) boo, Lanp LL صا‎ p مه مكح مع 4 مدرب‎ 
AM” میم بن دح‎ dos LoX رخا‎ boras lisan وحه:‎ 
Les. whrwohsy la. os MS حي‎ e$ 99 I sas0 bes? LN. 
ونكت حم ومكه‎ ex Jaded oo p oo ha We sn. مصعه‌سط|‎ 
S hee ولا مەم‎ bodo عفلا:‎ jiao bhg p وحه‌عما:‎ 
enr (Son el Loon La? JN pee | مە مكح مع 4 ومحعه و حه‎ 
ومجدوژي‎ iesu 5ه وان‎ Loola soont ملحي ودنک وبا‎ wji 

4 وححسا وصحسا وەی‎ JLos. jaa ss. 
Naio چا‎ oaan a وب‎ dere عست.‎ 259! p ge cor eo 
اس‎ DNE codi Rd Se 0s eS سكا كس‎ bes 
Asa joo LSS 45-9924 La? 200 eos ااي‌با.‎ eo حى.‎ 
na Joe. hoa Nee llo وومحضها.‎ pee ool, od من‎ COW حزم‎ 
«495 bia حصلا‎ Ni aca olo fem uo cunc) RQ EdOY Nol 
ee kaa hij uD o4 Ns Loos وود که بوه‎ cos [arse SN من‎ 
eo, مجه‎ Nl we haul shoo uil Ql eeu Siano وبا‎ 
اک ماس‎ coca كحك "لون‎ ess او یز‎ [a ee 
IN olo Lasaon اورا‎ Lassa Las adoro VEIT be ey eel 
هام ان‎ Noa Lòs pardisclo fhob sly yads Lanmo + amn 
من‎ MEE واه‎ had exeo Loo xao Jas, qon leo 
eo Uss ey Joyo 359 REYN واحه )96( ححمه.‎ eo Dees) 
TS T Joouo Jo pesas aen aw oy بعك . هحر هو | وحم‎ 
ALS bow لا رحن‎ poo haoo [ajo لا‎ je popa body a 


37 


CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON 


17. On p. 118.3 the Syriac «às translates the Greek dvd pépos. It is possible that 
haass is also intended to represent that Greek phrase, and could be translated 
"apart". Without this conjecture, we may make better sense by translating, “in 
(separate) parts". 

18. Reading eéamads for .عطفعمه»‎ (= eis Evwow ddidtpnrov). 

19. PG 75.1289C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 364.2-5). 

20. PG 76.137B—C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 153.18~154.3). 

21. cf. p. 118.3. Internal cross-references are to page and line of Lebon's edition of 
the Syriac text of the Letters. 

22. PG 29.689C. Adv. Eun. Lib. IV. 

23. cf. | Cor. xv.52. 

24. | Cor. viii.6. 

25. Rom. ix.5. 

26. Jn. 17۰ 

27. PL 54.767A-B. 

28. Mk. iv.39. 

29. Mt. xiv.28-29. 

30. Mk. i.41; Lk. v.13. 

31. cf. Mt. v.22. 

32. Jn. x.18. 

33. cf. Jn. ۰ 

34. cf. Jn. v.19. 

35. Jn. xiv.10. 

36. This section is quoted at Lebon p. 184, below, from which the words included 
here in diamond brackets are taken. 

37. cf. above, EM p. 72.10. 

38. eus دحا‎ = ro) ۷۰ 

39. Lietzmann, H.: Apollinaris von Laodicea, (Tübingen, 1904), p. 194. Note on 
line 15: Title—lovàíov dpxiezrcakórrov puns mpós Toùs Kata THs elas roo Adyou capkc- 
aews aywrilopevous podáoe: Toi Óp.oovatov. 

40. Ibid., p. 199.16—17. 

41. Ibid., p. 199.2327. 

42. Syriac ramar’s noxa». Greek év ovyxpdoet. 

43. Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 187, lines 5-8. 

44. Greek rjv pow. 

45. Lietzmann, op. cit., pp. 192 -3, lines 14-17 and 1-2. 

46. As Lebon notes, the Syriac translator here seems to have read óporoúoio: with 
Ps. Basil, while Severus, as is clear from what follows, wrote ۵ ان‎ 

47. PG 29.681A-B. Adv. Eun. Lib. IV. 

48. PG 37.177C. 

49. PG 75.1264B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 342.6-10). 

50. Severus undoubtedly borrows this parallel from Cyril (cf. Scholia, Pusey edn. 
Vol. 6, Ch. 11, pp. 518-521). That the ark was overlaid with gold outside indicates 
that the Word was united to the holy flesh. That the ark was overlaid with gold inside 
indicates that the Word also made his own the reasonable soul that was within the 
body. 

51. cf. 1 Cor. xiii.12. 

52. Is. 1.9. 

53. PG 76.116IC- D (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 61.14—62.14). 

54. Reading eel (=H. syr. 22) for daats, and translating سععطه‎ as “combina- 
tion”. 

55. PG 76.1165A. (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 68.2-8). 

56. This passage, quoted here first by Severus, is especially difficult for Sergius. cf. 
below, p. 102.8; p. 121.2 ff; p. 161.6 ff. 

57. PG 76.1193B-C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 134.10-18). De Recta Fide ad Theod. 

58. cf. Is. liii.2-3. 
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59. PG 76.445B ( — Pusey edn. Vol. 6.. p. 484.1-2). 

60. PG 77.245B dore rûs So, و‎ pêv elvat So, Se’ dudoiv 86 rò êr dmoreAe(oDa: 
Lov. (= ACO I. L, 6a, p. 162.8-9). Ep. XLVI. Ad Succ. Ep. H. 

61. PG 73.132B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 3. p. 114.23-27). 

62. Syriac: kasa. Notwithstanding the marginal note on p. 109 below, the 
Greek is ry kara pow évépyeiav. 

63. PG 73.2818. lines 25-9. (= Pusey edn. Vol. 3. p. 255.15-18). 

64. 1 Tim. iv.15. 

65. Note in margin: Knowledge of (the one who) knows himself. 

66. Prov. xvi.23. 

67. Col. ۰ 
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The Second Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the Patriarch Lord 
Severus. 

Sergius, humble Grammarian, to our holy and blessed Lord, to 
the Father of Fathers and ecumenical Doctor, to the Patriarch. 

“Who am I, your servant, that you have looked on a dead dog like 
me?"! For (these) words are more fitting to me than to Mephibos- 
heth. For though the estates of his father's house and a servant for 
labour were permitted for the mark of honour of that man, (David) 
did not heal his lameness with this. But more than he, I was 
enriched, who have escaped from all this poverty of ignorance and 
my own lameness has been made straight, and these things at a time 
which is poor as regards the things of (Lebon p. 97) God, when the 
word of the Lord is rare, and when vision is not distinct.2 And how 
shall I express what happened to me in the midst of reading in front 
of a porch? In front of the holy writings I saw the writings of the wise 
Bishop Antoninus and my name was inscribed. And when I lifted up 
the seals with calmness, I opened the chapters of the letter and at 
once I was happily confident, for I feasted well on the sight. And 
afterwards as I advanced little by little, I cast (my) eyes on chapters 
of the other writings, and saw something great and divine. When 
little by little I had altered what I was seeing, I retraced my tracks, 
and I believed that I was hearing cither music, (which played) "This 
is the door of the Lord by which the just enter in".? And ] said many 
times, “It is not my writing and the letter is not to me". And again I 
departed outside. And why should I require many words? Youth 
loves to be rash from ignorance of the beautiful.* But being rash 
again, I compelled (my) eyes to go with me on this road. and I have 
knocked again, and little by little have entered inside. And who did I 
become after these things? I need tranquillity“ that I can speak: but I 
shall tell this which I have remembered with difficulty; because I had 
ceased to think of such divine matters; and I was leaping about 
somewhere out of (my) mind, in the frequent visions which the 
Fathers were putting out along with most divine words, even though 
I again thought of the smallness of (my) reasoning. 

And when along with these things I meditated also on the visions 
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of Daniel, I believed that I saw the horn which had eyes and a 
mouth, which spoke great things.? But gradually I became used to 
marvellous things, and when many times, so to speak, I was called 
from the midst of the sleep of negligence, (Lebon p. 98) I persuaded 
my tongue to say "Speak Lord, for your servant had heard’’.? And 
at once he removed ignorance from me, and I was taught rightly to 
know the wisdom of the Father, the cause of all, and to understand 
mystical words, and the dark word and symbols.* And when I went 
up to the darkness of these divine things, I heard the trumpet with all 
ears and I saw henceforward "the true light which enlightens every 
man who comes into the world".? And when I was fully initiated in 
these great matters, I went out from the letter, which my right hand 
had introduced into my mind, not like the judge Ehud who killed 
Eglon.!? And after these things for those encamped on this side and 
on that I suddenly became a mighty armed man. But how double 
war was kindled against us, wait upon the word, Father of Fathers: I 
shall tell (it). 

Some of those who were infected with the lack of knowledge with 
which I was infected before, many times made crass accusations as 
they summoned some holy writing of yours to judgement and urged 
forward many things against proprieties. Some others were coming 
from Chalcedon somewhere, and were making excerpts from pas- 
sages of your (writings), and were attempting to cast us out here, 
while they were publishing these proprieties. And you instruct me to 
proceed in the middle, and to interrupt the onset of the two of them 
with words, and were saying that I should call witnesses. And when I 
received your writing, I read the laws to them. And quite speechless, 
as they were overcome by the exactness of these divine (doctrines), 
these (points) of dispute went home to them at once, unless they 
were perverse in argument. 

But I, who pass from war after war, and with difficulty have 
(Lebon p. 99) sacrificed peaceful things to God, and was acquainted 
with the war-trumpet, suffered a human passion: we observe that 
those who have been freed from a constant sickness of the eyes have 
an insatiableness for light, and this has frequently led back to sick- 
ness. For the rich diet of your words, Father, made the earlier sick- 
ness to wither, but caused a second (illness) of ignorance to spring 
forth in me. For when I diligently read the dazzling light of wise 
Cyril in your holy writings, I was obliged to close my eyes, and the 
salt tear of ignorance flowed. 

At all events, you say, O Theologian, that (Cyril) made this con- 
tradictory statement: "Not confusing with each other and mixing 
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the natures".!! Now, I acknowledge that once the divine union is 
mentioned, confusion is set aside, (but here) the union is not thought 
of in a faulty way when the natures are unmixed in a divine and inex- 
pressible mingling and in a hypostasis.!? How (then) shall I proclaim 
one nature incarnate of the Word, and accuse of folly those who 
acknowledge two natures for Christ? And how shall I find fault with 
that Theological Wisdom"? which states that the natures are mixed 
in a composition which is beyond description, which it calls 
ovpdvia'* through which I learn that the natures are not (merely) 
placed beside each other, but are utterly mingled to (become) one 
image and one hypostasis, so that the composition being thus accur- 
ately understood, the ousia of the divine Trinity, which is only con- 
cerned with three persons, is not increased? And we shall keep the 
definition of the Fathers safe, teaching one nature of God the Word 
incarnate, and not expounding this royal doctrine wrongly like the 
opposition. For they say they speak of one nature of the Word, but 
in the word “incarnate” there is seen a mark of the other (nature): 
(Lebon p. 100) not that the Word has joined this to itself hypostati- 
cally, and thus there is naturally one from two, but that, so they bab- 
ble, an accidental union! has taken place, (the word) “incarnate” 
being a token of a nature standing in its own right. The righteous 
word which truly acknowledges one nature incarnate of the Word 
refutes these things. 

But it is time to return to what was set down earlier. For I am 
aware of someone who objects and says: "Listen carefully to the 
consequences: the Son is understood as one in this way as well". But 
I remember that Nestorius also says this. Thus, I learn that the com- 
bination of two or more simples into one belongs to the principle! $ 
of composition, in which what is complete is also a (constituent) 
part, and (yet) afterwards the (constituent) parts are not from then 
on adjudged according to the principle of duality, since once and for 
all one ousia and quality has come into being.!? Therefore unless the 
natures, from which Christ is, were mixed inconfusedly, how shall I 
say that those things which thus remained unmixed with each other 
were hypostatically united? How shall I retain the principle of com- 
position, when the natures are retained just as they were? For it is 
impossible for me to conceive of a union of things mutually 
unmixed, as they say, and necessarily thereby Christ would have to 
be thought of (lit. we should have to think of) as two natures. 

It seems right, therefore, that I should repeat the discussion about 
properties which I learned from your holy lines: ^For although the 
Word is something and keeps that thing, he also became something 
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else, obviously not involving a lessening of divinity, but through the 
supreme union of inhomination he had at the same time these 
properties and those which he (already) had, and he shows that he 
was become one incarnate nature".!? But holy Father, how I am to 
understand that the natures are not mixed is a great (obstacle) to me. 
(Lebon p. 101) For after this I am unable to go up to centurions or 
chiliarchs, but to you Moses, who was worthy to speak these more 
divine things face to face, and who explains the greater things. For 
my mind is wearied by labour and is unable to ascend to such a 
height and all the more when learned men from Chalcedon were stir- 
ring up battle from common notions on the one side, and on the 
other side were excommunicating these Fathers and telling us on all 
sides (of) the two natures. But when divine grace descends upon my 
humble tongue, it often drives out the first kind (of difficulty). 

But how shall I pass over to this second (type of difficulty), since 
the laws of the Fathers are read to me and I do not know at (any) 
one time how to keep silent, lest “the natures” of those who are pur- 
suing should take me? But when I add thought upon thought and 
make my mind to pass to desire for the fear of God, I seem like one 
who slips and like those athletes who are exhausted. How not to fall 
in everything, but to overcome, I shall learn from you, Doctor and 
Witness of right belief.!? And with this I shall avoid the second 
ignorance also for it is time that I say this too. 

] remember that in my lines there is (the formula that Christ) is 
“from two natures”, and all the propriety of the inhomination of the 
Word is a mystery. But I also received the point gladly and approved 
the fatherly correction that it was thought foolish to say “a gather- 
ing of properties",?? just as no-one will rashly say that a man is con- 
stituted from “being rational" and “blackness”, although the two 
words are not being thought equal in every respect. For “being 
rational" completes an ousia that it should be one: thus (a man is) a 
rational mortal living thing, and if someone should remove (Lebon 
p. 102) that "being rational", he destroys the subject in every respect. 
But blackness (is) not in the hypostasis but is a sign of that which is 
laid down (and) when it fades to whiteness it leaves the ousia (just) as 
it is naturally. 

Therefore as I keep silent wise Cyril again urges on (my) thoughts, 
who speaks best by means of your priestly tongue, but is not yet 
understood by me, who am of small account. But I read the law to 
you as well: *He is composed so as to become one in the middle, of 
human properties, and those which are above man".?! The Father 
seems to say that the incarnate Word was one in every respect, I 
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mean both nature and propriety, when he mingled the natures along 
with the proprieties. But (I say) this as a suggestion rather than a de- 
cree, for in what opinion should I be headstrong? Again, Masters, I 
pray that in this knowledge too I may be made perfect by you. 

But where else do I fail in (your) letter? I shall make a defence 
against your fatherly rebuke with testimonia of the truth that I did 
not suddenly venture to discuss theology but approached the subject 
with much trepidation of mind and voice and I repeat the old saying 
10,000 times “I am of a meagre voice and a slow tongue”. For we 
would teach by means of the written (word) every land and island, so 
to speak, even if some sort of lament should be necessary, and we 
will “go to Macedonia 23 in word, (we) who recall the boldness of 
teaching of the Fathers. In those cases where it is required that I 
bring a mystery in writtten form I have drawn on your words in 
every respect and I am confident in a situation like this. But I shall 
accept your spiritual bridle with my whole tongue and will not bite it 
like an uncontrolled colt and make [a path]^* outside the proper 
sense. But you keep guard too, for you are a lamp (Lebon p. 103) of 
Israel like David? or a watchman like Ezekiel,?5 and do not lie hid 
under a measure,?? but when you have ascended upon the candle- 
stick of the Church shine again on us who are in the house of Christ, 
in order that “good will"?* may touch us as we stretch out (our) 
mind again to you. 

These things belong to the high priest of God. For my part, I 
(shall receive), so I believe, the reward of my labour, which from 
contempt I am ashamed that I should even call “labours”, (which) 
will free the mind from every fleshly opinion. But through your 
divine prayers may I see here the peace of the Church with you true 
pastors, and may 1 go yonder with pure confidence that I shall be 
with you on the right hand side. 

The Second Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the Patriarch 
Lord Severus is ended. 


Notes 


1. 2 Kms. ۰ 

2. cf. 1 ۱ ۰ 

3. Ps. cxvii.20. There may be a word-play on ساسك‎ "chapter" and “door”. 

4. Lebon suggests نجنا‎ dmeipoxaA(as (from ignorance of the beautiful; want of taste) 
as underlying waaay, homa ۵ من‎ 

5. hasas: nothingness; a void; leisure; freedom. The underlying Greek may pos- 
sibly be jovyía. 

6. cf. Dan. vii.ll. 
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7. 1 Kms. iii.9. LXX dove. 

8. ۰ 

9. cf. Jn. i.9. 

10. cf. Judg. iii.21. 

11. See p. 77 (Lebon) above, (Severus' First Letter). PG 76.85B. The Syriac transla- 
tor attributes the participles to Cyril himself. On p. 77 wa» is used to translate 
avyxéov, here dals is used. 

12. The passage is difficult. Lebon suggests reading Ax for :عمط‎ 
“....the union is not primarily thought of when the natures are unmixed . . .", but this 
is probably less satisfactory. 

13. So Sergius calls Gregory Nazianzen. 

14. cf. PG 37.181C, line 7: à AoyQ rîs ovuóvtias. The Syriac is: saari hamonz. 
Ep. Cl, Ad Cled. Ep. I. 

15 هنک‎ aaja haus The Greek is possibly &vwois xara Déo. 

.حلط» .16 

17. cf. below, p. 150.19-24. 

18. Because of the gap in the ms. the place of this in the earlier letter of Severus is 
not known. 

19. «ee los 2۰ 

20. cf. p. 86, line 8. 

21. PG 76.1193B. This passage was quoted above by Severus, cf. p. 92.28 (= Pusey 
edn. Vol. 7, p. 134.13-14). De Recta Fide ad Theod. 

22. Ex. iv.10. 

23. cf. 1 Tim. i.3; Acts xvi.9. 

24. Read eo for دصمك‎ (misprint). 

25. cf. 2 Kms. xxi.17 and 4 Kms. ۰ 

26. Ezek. iii.17; xxxiii.7. 

27. cf. Mt. v.15. 

28. cf. Lk. ii.14. 
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Again the Second Letter of the Patriarch Severus to Sergius the 
Grammarian. 

I now approve of your desire to learn, because when you received 
a letter which in it brought the words of scripture which is inspired 
by God, and (the words) of the revered teachers of mysteries in the 
holy Church who defined exactly the word of truth, you knew from 
them that it is right for those who are not beginners (in) confessing 
the faith to acknowledge and to profess the particularity according 
to natural quality of the natures from which there is the one and only 
Christ, (natures) I mean of divinity and of humanity: one person, 
one hypostasis, one nature belonging to the Word, meaning incar- 
nate, and because you have chosen to set out again for discussion 
that which was difficult for your mind, and (because) you were not 
ashamed with the bashfulness which brings sin, and you were not 
afraid with the suspicion which brings (Lebon p. 104) destruction, 
but because you knew again to ask concerning the faith which is 
believed in because of the salvation of the soul, so that what belongs 
to truth might shine more brightly. 

For it is very pleasant and welcome to me as well when I speak to 
a man who has a wisdom that investigates and not agreement only 
that does not test out and try—provided (of course) the range of the 
investigation does not transgress the measure. But even profane 
philosophy teaches that the measure is best in everything and the law 
of the fear of God confirms (it) when it forewarns (and) says 0 
not remove the ancient limits which your fathers laid down".! As 
long as we retain these limits, it is good that we thrash out that which 
you have offered, or is in doubt. For holy scripture again teaches 
that iron sharpens iron,? (and) as one might say, when thoughts are 
sharpened, they are made more subtle and more acute. 

Therefore when wise Cyril says in the Second Volume against the 
blasphemies of Nestorius, "When the mystery of Christ is brought 
into the middle for us, the principle of the union on the one hand 
recognises difference, but on the other hand rejects division, while 
neither confusing nor mixing the natures with each other”, you say 
that you cannot otherwise understand the undivided union, unless 
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some mixing and indescribable mingling of the natures is professed, 
and if this is not granted to you, you call the union “juxtaposition”, 
and mock it. 

Therefore what shall we say about this, unless we quote again the 
words of the Fathers and following scriptures we say to you: "Apply 
your ear to the words of the wise, and hear my words, and set your 
heart that you may know that they are beautiful. And if you cast 
those things into your heart, they will make you rejoice at the same 
time (Lebon p. 105) in your lips, that your hope may be upon the 
Lord and he may make known his path for you."^ For why, when 
the Doctor did not present his doctrine (only) this far, (namely), 
“not confusing or mixing the natures amongst each other",5 but 
wisely added, “But with the Word of God becoming a partaker in 
flesh and blood, one Son is understood and named in this way as 
well,"9 do you not learn from (this) addition the inexpressible nature 
of the union? For we learn the fact that God the Word became a par- 
ticipator in blood and flesh like us from the Apostle who wrote: 
“Therefore because the children participated in blood and flesh, he 
also in the same way participated in the same things”. 

And so if the divine Apostle brought our construction, I mean 
that which is from soul and body (and) is inexpressible, as an 
example (for) the understanding of Emmanuel which is particularly 
inexpressible, and (which construction of ours) is neither a mixture 
nor a juxtaposition, why should we apply these things? which do not 
fit to the mystery? Is the soul of a man changed that it should 
become flesh, or vice versa, the flesh that it should become soul? For 
this is the peculiarity of mixture. Or is the ovuóvía? and union of 
rational soul with its body to be interpreted in terms of bodies which 
cleave to each other or are stuck? In no way at all. For we confi- 
dently say that it is a natural coming together, for it transcends our 
comprehension to specify how the human mind is composed with its 
own body. And hear Cyril the Theologian in his Scholia clearly 
teaching this to us: (CYRIL): "The fact of union is accomplished in 
many ways. For (example), when men are divided in affection and 
opinion and are thinking at variance with each other, they are said 
to be united through reconciliation of affection as they remove 
(their) differences (Lebon p.106) out of the centre. (Again) for 
(example), we say that those things which cleave to each other or 
come together in different ways, whether by juxtaposition 
(rapd®eaıs)1° or mingling (uí£is)!! or mixture (xpácis),!? are united. 
Therefore when we say that the Word of God was united to our 
nature, the mode of union is recognised to be above human compre- 
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hension for it is not like one of those (ways) which were mentioned, 
but is completely inexpressible and not known by any man who 
lives, but to God who alone knows everything. And it is not at all 
astonishing that we are worsted in this way by such concepts, (since) 
when we enquire about how it is as regards our own situation we 
confess that comprehension is beyond the understanding that is in 
us. Now in what way do we believe that the soul of a man is united to 
his body? Who is there who is able to say? But if we (who) are accus- 
tomed to think and speak with difficulty (even) of small things, 
attain, if it is right, to imagine things so subtle and beyond under- 
standing, we say that it is proper to think—yet the expression is in- 
ferior to the truth in every respect—that of such sort is the union of 
Emmanuel as one would think that the soul of a man has with its 
own body".!3 

Therefore how can you charge this inexpressible and truly divine 
union which the Word of God has miraculously accomplished, and 
this by condescending to us, with being that (union) taught by Nes- 
torius which is a conjunction by relationship,'* and believe that we 
are obliged to speak of two natures unless we confess, as you say, 
that at one time Christ had one ousia or quality? But this is nothing 
other than a real confusion!? of ousia: therefore what you otherwise 
delude your hearers with is a persistent deception, (namely) your 
saying that you agree with us in confessing difference and particular- 
ity in accordance with (Lebon p. 107) natural quality of the natures 
from which Emmanuel is. For you think it is impossible to say that 
he is one unless he changes into one ousia, even when he is made up 
from two things of a different kind, and you propound for us that 
extraordinary (saying), and say: SERGIUS THE GRAMMARIAN: 
"Therefore unless the natures from which Christ is were incon- 
fusedly mixed, how shall I say that these things which have thus re- 
mained unmixed were united hypostatically with each other? How 
will I retain the term "composition" when the natures are retained 
unmixed as you have said?"!9 For what is that at one time, accord- 
ing to your own words, “mixture without confusion"? For when you 
ask "How?" and in no other way are restrained from uncertainty, 
wise Cyril again supplies an answer, that not a mixture of natures 
but a composition took place, and once it took place the composi- 
tion persisted, from which was completed one nature and hypostasis 
of the incarnate Word. ۱ 

For in the Second Letter to Succensus he wrote as follows: 
(CYRIL): "For it is not the case that "one" is truly predicated only 
of things which are simple in nature, but (it may) also (be predicated) 
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of those which have come together in composition, an example veing 
the situation of man, (composed) from soul and body. For these 
(elements) which are of different type like this and are not consub- 
stantial!? with each other, completed one nature of man when they 
were united, even if the difference in nature of those things which 
have come together to union exists in discussion of the composition. 
Therefore those who say that, if the Word incarnate is one nature it 
follows in everything (and) in every respect that there will be con- 
fusion and mixture, as if the nature of (the) man were decreased and 
stolen away, speak needlessly, for it is not decreased, nor as they say, 
(Lebon p. 108) stolen away. For it suffices for the complete demon- 
stration of the fact that (the Word) became man to say that he was 
incarnate. For if this had been kept quiet by us, there would be some 
place for their slander, but because it is added necessarily in what 
way is there lessening or stealing away?"! And in the Treatise of 
question and answer in which (he shows) that Christ is one, proceed- 
ing in the same considerations and exact measures of teaching, he 
says as follows: (CY RIL): "It is not the case that in everything and 
from every respect only what is simple and of one type is called 
*one', but also those compounded from two or from many things of 
different types. And that that is the case seems right to those wise in 
these matters."!? And in his Treatise concerning the Holy Trinity 
which he addressed to a certain Hermias he wrote as follows: 
(CYRIL): *For he who is the undying beauty of God the Father and 
(his) likeness and aspect, God the Word who is of him and in him, 
abased himself to emptiness, not that he was compelled to this by 
anyone, but in the will of the Father, in his own will he became man, 
and without damage in any way he preserved the glory of his nature 
unchanged in himself, but took up manhood according to the econ- 
omy. And he is understood one Son from two, a divine and human 
nature, which have run and come together to one, inexpressibly and 
inexplicably composed to union, and in such a way that cannot be 
understood.''?9 

Since therefore, as you have heard many times, composition pos- 
sesses the (quality) of being above reason and inexpressible, why do 
you resort to mixture and damaging confusion, and openly attribute 
inexpressibility to that? For if the divine union of inhomination and 
incarnation, and those two (natures) from which there is one Christ 
indivisibly, suffered the same thing as bodies which are mixed, 
(Lebon p. 109) or (if) one of them departed from its own natural 
quality?! and ceased being that which it was, I do not see what is 
then remarkable and inexpressible. 
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But great Athanasius, whom if one were to call "The law of Orth- 
odoxy", as did Gregory the Theologian, it would not swerve from 
what is proper, in his Treatise concerning faith calls the incarnation 
"composition", while showing it is truly inexpressible by forbidding 
unmeasured investigation. For he wrote as follows: (ATHANA- 
SIUS): “From (their questions) ‘How?’ and ‘In what way? and 
‘What follows?’ even they have arrived at unfaithfulness. And they 
have prepared a dwelling-place instead of an incarnation, and in- 
stead of union and composition, a human activity, and instead of 
one hypostasis of our Lord Jesus Christ, two hypostases and per- 
sons, and in place of the Holy Trinity, unfittingly and unlawfully, 
they have thought of a quaternity. Unfittingly (indeed) in that they 
join a man with God, and number a servant with the Lord, and place 
a created person together with uncreated persons; and unlawfully, in 
that they make one hypostasis two, introducing to the Trinity a 
fourth hypostasis, which is foreign in everything, and of a different 
rank, and the last and least of all rational spirits."?? 

How alike, then, to these are the (doctrines) of Nestorius? For 
those who held that God the Word assumed our composition and 
participated like us in blood and flesh do not say, like Nestorius, that 
first of all an infant was formed in the womb, and thus through the 
love of friendship and through kindness (the Word) dwelt (in him) in 
(Lebon p. 110) a brotherly way,?* and gave (him) the title and rank 
of Son, and the equality of an equal name. And see how wise Cyril 
quotes Diodore saying this: (DIODORE): "While the flesh was of 
Mary (and) when it was not yet taken up, it was from the earth and 
was in no way different from other flesh. For as Levi was tithed in 
the loins, but when he was born he assumed the rank, so also our 
Lord, while he was in the womb of the Virgin and of that ousia, did 
not have the rank of Sonship. But when he was formed and became 
the temple to God the Word, which receives the Only-Begotten, he 
assumed the rank of the name, and participated also in the rank 
itself."?^ And against these things, confuting him, (Cyril) learned 
and wise in the Spirit says: (CYRIL): “O excellent Sir, I say that you 
spew forth for us words which are unschooled and much infected 
with absurdity. For the holy body was from Mary, but, then, in the 
first beginnings of the becoming firm or constitution in the womb, it 
was holy as the body of Christ, and one sees no time in which it did 
not belong to him but rather was in common, as you said, and in 
equality with other flesh."?5 

And so how are we not cast outside of the truth, when we treat a 
conjunction by relationship in honour and an (in) dwelling and an 
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equality of the name of sonship as equal to hypostatic union, ana 
speaking against (the words) of the holy and theological Fathers, we 
call the incarnation an inhabiting, and composition a human activity 
which takes place for a man clothed with God, who is impelled and 
enriched (with) divine partnership from the inspiration of the Spirit? 
For in the case of a conjunction by relationship, the independently 
existing infant has its own person (Lebon p. 111) and hypostasis, and 
similarly, the Word which dwelt in him is seen in his own hypostasis 
and person, and a union by relationship of the two persons takes 
place, which is only yoked by equality of name and by the honour of 
sonship. But in the case of hypostatic union and natural composi- 
tion which is proper to God as well, because the flesh endowed with 
a reasonable soul had existence in very union with the Word, 
(namely, the flesh) which was assumed from the Holy Spirit and 
from Mary the Mother of God and perpetual Virgin, and it did not 
exist independently before the union with the Word, (therefore) the 
Word himself is believed immutably and without change to have 
become a child, while he remained that which he was and did not 
change or convert that which he took up, and he humbled himself to 
gradual growth, and exit, and full conception. And thus he was glor- 
iously born from the holy Virgin, who remained a virgin even after 
the birth and was reckoned among mothers without lapsing from the 
boast of virginity. For now, how will anyone dare to say that he is 
two natures or two hypostases, he who was gloriously completed 
one Christ from two? For we will see no time, after (the time) when 
the Word "rested" on the Virgin according to the word of the 
Gospel,?° in which that body endowed with a rational soul, which 
was united to him, did not belong to him. 

Because of this Athanasius, (who is) wise in these divine matters, 
said that there is one nature incarnate of the Word, so that by means 
of this utterance which is utterly secure we may acknowledge the 
indisseverability of the union. For the Word himself, who had exist- 
ence before the ages and is forever together with the Father, and is 
seen in his own hypostasis and is simple in ousia, became composite 
in the economy, and (that) word “incarnate” ensures that it is under- 
stood that the flesh endowed with a reasonable soul existed in 
relationship to the Word himself, and was not independently com- 
pleted in its own hypostasis. (Lebon p. 112) For in the Treatise of 
Address to the God-fearing emperor Theodosius, Cyril, wise in all 
things, says as follows: (CYRIL): "Therefore being impelled to- 
wards the truth from every direction, (and) being particularly careful 
to tread in the footsteps which seem right to the divine scriptures, 
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and following the opinions of the Fathers, we believe that he who is 
from the root of Jesse, he who is from the seed of David, he who is 
from woman according to the flesh, he who is under the law with us 
as man, and above us, above the law as God, he who for our sake 
and with us (was) among the dead, he who above us on his own 
account is Lifegiver and Life, is in truth Son of God. And we do not 
make the manhood stripped?" of divinity, nor do we divest the Word 
of humanity after the inexpressible and inexplicable union, but we 
confess one and the same Son, one thing from two objects, who was 
seen inexpressibly from two, meaning in a union of the supreme kind 
and not in a change of nature."?? And above, in the same Treatise, 
he says again in a similar way: (CYRIL): “For he who is with him 
who begot him from eternity and (is) Son from before all ages, 
because he descended to the nature of man—not that he lapsed from 
being God, but rather he took up manhood—s rightly understood 
to have become also from the seed of David and had a birth (as) a 
child in his manhood. But what was assumed is not foreign to him, 
but his own in very truth: it is reckoned therefore as one2? with him, 
just as one sees the composition of a man, for it is intertwined from 
things which are unlike in nature, I mean, soul and body; but thus 
one man is understood from two." 39?:?! (Lebon p. 113) 

But because you brandish up and down the word "mixture", (on 
the grounds) that it is spoken by Gregory the Theologian, know that 
he used the word as well when he wanted to establish the supreme 
union, being completely unafraid of the danger of confusion?? or 
mingling?? which usually takes place with moist and fluid bodies. 
None of this happens to the nature of divinity so long as God re- 
mains, and he will remain for ever, nor will he involve himself that he 
should suffer change. And on this hear as well the instructive voice 
of holy Cyril, in the First Volume against the blasphemies of Nestor- 
ius, answering as follows: (CYRIL): “For some of the holy Fathers 
as well have used the word ‘mixture’, but because you say you are 
afraid lest it be thought that some confusion has taken place, as in 
the case of liquids which are mixed with each other, I set you free 
from (this) fear. For (the Fathers) did not think in this way: how 
could they? But they use the word when they are at pains to indicate 
the supreme union of those things which have come together. Now 
we say they were united in an inseparable union, and the Word from 
God has his own flesh unchangeably. And we find that even the 
Scripture inspired by God does not use the word very judiciously, 
but places it rather as is useful and simply.?* Thus Paul the Theo- 
logian wrote about some people, ‘But the word of the report did not 
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profit those who were not mixed in faith with those who heard. '?? 
For were these about whom the saying is (written) about to be mixed 
with each other in the same way as wine with water, and will they 
suffer some sort of confusion of hypostases with each other? Or 
(Lebon p. 114) will they rather be united in mind, as is written in the 
Acts of the holy Apostles, that among the people of those who 
believed, there was one heart and one mind.?9 But I think the latter 
is true, not the former. Therefore be without fears concerning this, 
for the mind of the saints is certainly prudent.”37 

But Gregory the Theologian in the Sermon on the Feast of the 
Epiphany, wanting to establish the sublimity of the union which, as 
you have now heard, is supernatural, said: (GREGORY): “God 
went forth with the assuming: one out of two which were opposite, 
flesh and spirit, of which the one deified and the other was deified. O 
new mingling!?® O wonderful mixture!?? He who is, became, and the 
Creator is created, and that which is incomprehensible is compre- 
hended by means of (the) mind as an intermediate, which is in the 
middle (between) divinity and the grossness of flesh."^? But in the 
First Treatise on the Son, showing that he recognises the union of 
God the Word to flesh endowed with a soul and intelligence (as) 
composition and not mixture, he wrote as follows, quarrelling with 
the Arians who were attributing words which were humiliating and 
to do with the economy to the existence of the Word which was 
before the ages, and not applying them to it when it was emptied and 
incarnated and enduring humility for our sake: (GREGORY): "In 
short, attribute those things which are more exalted to the divinity 
and the nature which is superior to sufferings and the body; and 
those things which are more lowly to the composite (one), to him 
who was emptied for your sake and incarnate—and it is not worse to 
say, he was made man as well—and was afterwards exalted, so that 
you, letting go of what is fleshly and lowly*! in doctrine, may learn 
to be more exalted and to mount up with the divinity, and not con- 
tinue in these visible things, but ascend with these intellectual things, 
and may recognise what is the principle*? of nature and what is the 
law*? of the economy. He who now is disdained by you was once 
(Lebon p. 115) above you: he who now is a man, was (once) not com- 
posite. Therefore what he was he remained, but what he was not he 
assumed. ”+3 

See (now) that we have clearly learnt that (Gregory) recognised 
the incarnation (as) composition, and not (as) mixture and confu- 
sion, even if it should happen that he used the term “mixture” for 
the establishment of the supreme union. For if we are going to stick 
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to the exaggerated use of words and not search out the sound mean- 
ing which shines out plainly from all his treatises, we would say, by 
not following carefully and intelligently, that because he said “The 
one deified and the other was deified" the flesh was deified and was 
changed into the ousia of divinity. And again, because he said, "It is 
not worse to say that he also became man", we should go on to think 
that God the Word fell to the ousia of humanity and one and the 
same person undergoes opposite effects from the two sides, since the 
followers of Nestorius as well, bringing up the words of this Father 
theologian, and thinking that they can beg from them a defence of 
their wickedness, pervert what is written in this way in the Sermon 
on Epiphany, or Nativity: (GREGORY): “He was sent out, but as 
man: for he was double, because he was also tired, and hungered, 
and thirsted, and was afraid, and wept according to the law** of the 
body."*5 

But since we know that (Gregory) does not, like these unclean 
men, say that the Son is double in natures and in hypostases, we re- 
ject the stain on the honour of this holy Father. For he recognises 
God inhominate, one from two. Nestorius does not confess this, but 
shuns this (formula) “from two", which establishes composition and 
completes one hypostasis and nature of the Word incarnate. For in 
(Lebon p. 116) the Sermon on the Epiphany he says: (GREGORY): 
*God went out with the assuming, one from two which were oppos- 
ite, of which the one deified, and the other was deified".** But this 
*was deified" is understood and is said because the flesh shone out 
with the glory proper to God, as wise Cyril says,*? and not because it 
had fallen into the nature of divinity. For Gregory the Theologian 
himself rejects this inaccurate understanding, when he said as 
follows in the Letter to Cledonius: (GREGORY): "If someone 
should say that the flesh is now laid down, while the divinity is 
stripped of the body, and not that it both is with the assuming and is 
also coming, may he not see the glory of the advent. For where is the 
body now, unless it is with him who assumed (it)? For it was not 
placed in the sun, as is the folly of the Manichaeans, that it should be 
honoured through disgrace or be poured out and dissolved in the 
air, like the nature of speech and the pouring out of a scent and the 
impermanent course of lightning. But where is that which was 
touched after the resurrection, or which is to be seen by those who 
pierced (him)? For divinity on its own is not visible. But he will come 
with the body, as I said,*? in such a way as*? he was seen by the dis- 
ciples on the mountain, or appeared with the divine element over- 
coming the fleshly."5? For his face was radiant like the sun on the 
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mountain, as we hear the Gospel, and his garments were white like 
light.5! But these things do not indicate a change of ousia, far from 
it, but the brilliance and the multitude of the glory which is proper to 
God. For how was he going to be seen by those who pierced (him), if 
the flesh which was pierced is changed from being visible to being 
invisible? 

And Cyril the Theologian in the First Letter to (Lebon p. 117) Suc- 
census wrote as follows: (CYRIL): “It is equally nonsensical to say 
that the body was changed into the nature of divinity, and that the 
Word was changed into the nature of flesh. For just as the latter is 
impossible, for (the Word) cannot be transformed and is immutable, 
so also is the former. For none of the things which are comprehens- 
ible, (that is, none) of the creatures, is able to be changed to the ousia 
or the nature of divinity, and flesh belongs to the created order. 
Therefore we say that the body of Christ is divine because it is the 
body of God, and is brilliant with inexpressible glory, incorruptible, 
holy (and) life-giving. But that it was changed into the nature of div- 
inity, no-one of the holy Fathers thought or said, nor do we affirm 
this." 5? 

But the Fathers called (Christ) double because the study of Christ 
is twofold, and some things are written about him in a human way, 
and some things as is proper to divinity. And this wise Cyril, who 
proceeds exactly in everything, referred to holy Athanasius in the 
Letter to the Monks, quoting instructively as follows: FROM ATHA- 
NASIUS: "Therefore the aim and character of divine scripture, as 
we have frequently said, is this, that the teaching in it about our 
Saviour is twofold, that he was God for ever, and is Son and Word 
and the brilliance and the wisdom of the Father; and at the end he 
became man for our sake when he assumed flesh from the Virgin 
Mary who bore God." 5?:5* And (Cyril) himself writes as follows, 
making a defence against the complaint from Theodoret against the 
Fourth Chapter: (CYRIL): “But I say it would be far better and 
(Lebon p. 118) far more learned to attribute the human words not to 
another person, which is understood independently and apart^? (as) 
Son, (namely) to the form of the servant as those men are accus- 
tomed to say, but to attribute them rather to the measure of his 
humanity; for it was right that being God and man at the same time, 
he should proceed by means of both ۴ 

You see that the form of the words is twofold, but Christ himself 
is not double in natures or hypostases, but is one from two. Hence, 
(Cyril) in the Second Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius, 
completely forbids mention of “double”, wanting to block all access 
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to those who divide (Christ), thus: (CYRIL): “It is not the case that 
because the Word from God the Father assumed flesh and went out 
a man like us, he is for this reason called double. For he is one and 
not without flesh, he who in his own nature 15 without flesh and 
body.*? For just as if someone killed a man like us, he is not (then) 
justly accused of having committed wrong on two men, but only on 
one, even if perhaps (the man) should be understood (to consist) of 
soul and body, which were united with each other (and) which are 
not the same in nature, but different. The same thing should be 
understood in the case of Christ, for he is not double, but one sole 
Lord and Son, the Word who is from God and the Father, but not 
without flesh." 5* In the same way, in the Third Letter against Nes- 
torius he says this: (CYRIL): *For the one and sole Christ is not 
double, even if he is understood (as brought together) from two dif- 
ferent elements, having come to inseverable union, just as man is 
also understood from soul and body and is not then double, but one 
from two." 5? (Lebon p. 119) 

Do you not perceive that we should use holy Cyril (as) a builder 
and establisher of divine teaching, if we are going to resist the Nes- 
torian faction accurately with the words of the holy Fathers? For 
though I was able to cite many and various things which were writ- 
ten by Gregory the Theologian, and (which) were very seriously 
mutilated by those who divide the one Christ, I desisted, since I was 
unwilling to trouble your understanding, for doubtless you had 
renounced mixture and were wanting a defence against these things, 
which is not easy to those who are untrained, but to those who have 
taken into account all these things which were said by the Doctor, 
they appear accurate and clear of any blame and reprehension. Or 
did not also Peter, chosen first of the Apostles, write this about the 
compact and profound letters of Paul, thus: "There are in them 
things which are hard to understand, which unlearned and unstable 
men pervert, as also the rest of scripture, to their own destruc- 
tion 269 

For it is possible to see as well those who have drunk from the cup 
of the error of Eutyches corrupting that saying of holy Gregory, 
which he wrote in the Sermon on Epiphany: (GREGORY): “That 
which was without flesh becomes incarnate, the Word becomes 
thick".9! For they think, being beside themselves, that the Word has 
become thick like water when it condenses to ice, and as they mistak- 
enly strive for the confirmation of this (idea), they quote as well that 
which is said in this way, in the Sermon on New Sunday9?: (GRE- 
GORY): “And he becomes poor in becoming solid (as) flesh,53 in 
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order that we might be enriched by his poverty".9^ But they are 
quite evidently proved to be in the wrong, inflicted with utter mad- 
ness, and chopping off little words like mice, and taking an attitude 
towards scripture in the Jewish way, even though (Lebon p. 120) the 
Doctor wrote in this way in the First Treatise on the Son: AGAIN 
FROM GREGORY: “At the beginning he was without cause: for 
what is the cause of God? But at the end he became for a reason, and 
that was that you, scoffer, might be saved, you who disparage the 
divinity because it assumed your grossness"'.95 Hence, therefore, it is 
recognised in advance that (when) he says that the Word became 
thick with our crassness, that means that he united an oJoía, not a 
davracía, to himself hypostatically and in truth. For he also said 
about this: (GREGORY): “The Word grows thick; that which was 
invisible becomes visible; that which was untouchable is handled; 
that which was without time takes a beginning". 5ó 

And I could cite very many words which those who quarrel with 
orthodoxy have used as weapons against us, having excerpted in 
various ways the sound teaching of the holy Fathers, and they are 
proved to be in the wrong and are shamefully worsted by the com- 
plete context of what has been said by these men. For they have even 
composed a book of up to 250 so-called testimonies (taken) from 
excerpts of the proven doctor Cyril, and introduced him as the 
advocate of the error of the two natures. And while God stretched 
out his hand in the capital, we too have published a book against the 
error, to which the title is Philalethes, as a weapon against them, 
having set out these words of Cyril, and (now) everyone will know 
what is the true meaning, and what is sacrilege and what an instance 
of a lie. It is not surprising then if some people have held my poor 
words worthy of mutilation too! Therefore let these things not dis- 
turb you in the slightest: but it is time to say, like Qohelet, about this 
too: "There is nothing new or fresh under the sun",?? but there is a 
similar vanity in their anxieties and they are inflicted with a related 
lack of reason. (Lebon p. 121) 

But because you also try to obtain your former opinion from this 
quotation of holy Cyril which he speaks about Emmanuel, “He is 
composed (so as to become) one in the middle, of human properties, 
and those which are above man’’,®® and, explaining (it) in I do not 
know what way, you say "The Father seems to say that the Word 
incarnate made to cleave natures along with properties, and is one in 
every respect, I mean both nature and particularity", (then) I am 
quite astonished. For, while (Cyril) (uses) a plural word, and discri- 
minates (between properties) by difference, and says, "Of human 
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properties and of those which are above man", you mingles? every- 
thing to one particularity, as you have expressed it above, (namely) 
that at one time there took place one ousia or quality. For what are 
the properties which are above man? Certainly, divine in some way. 
And the human? It is already recognised that they are all the proper- 
ties of flesh which is ensouled with a rational and intelligent soul. 
But the properties are of natural quality: for example, of divinity— 
the inability to be touched, and the inability to be seen; and of huma- 
nity—the ability to fall under sight, and the ability (to fall) under 
touch. But because the Word, which is invisible in ousia, was united 
in hypostasis to visible flesh, which has an intelligent soul, it is writ- 
ten that he was seen and touched, as we have said many times. For 
difference of natural quality stands firm and unchangeable, but the 
principle of the union allows that those things which in nature are 
properties of the flesh should be called properties of the Word 
because of the economy, and in the same way made the properties in 
ousia of the Word to be called properties of the flesh. (Lebon p. 122) 

What then; should we tinker with the definition which is thus dis- 
tinct and again present the message of true religion?? (in terms of) 
confusion and blending?! And how, (when) the Doctor said, 
“Composed (so as to become) one in the middle", do you say in con- 
tradiction, ^At one time, one ousia or quality has taken place", and 
again, "The Word incarnate is one in every respect, (I mean) both 
nature and particularity"? For if the Word incarnate became of one 
ousia and of one quality, as you have said, and of one particularity, 
he would be reduced, according to your definition, from being com- 
posite to something which would be simple, and wise (Cyril) made a 
mistake in that he still goes on calling him "composite", when he is 
like this."? But how do you say “one particularity”, and not re- 
member our saying that the Tome of Leo says: “Each one of the 
natures retains its particularity without diminishment’’,’? so that we 
should think and say that these (natures and properties) adhere (to 
each other) in a division? For where (on the one hand) Christ is 
divided in a duality of natures after the union, each one of the 
natures proceeds without diminishment in those (properties) which 
are its own. But on the other hand, where the one nature of God the 
Word incarnate is professed— because he is Emmanuel, according to 
the word of holy Cyril—to be gloriously composed (so as to become) 
some one thing from two, it allowed the flesh—as is proper for the 
economy—sometimes also to suffer what belongs to it."* But this 
*sometimes" makes clear in every respect that it used as well proper- 
ties which were above man, when he wished this. And also because 
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of this he used to walk over the crests of the waves, and he entered 
when the doors were closed and stood in the house with the apostles; 
and he allowed (them) to touch (him), and he did not deny handling 
of (his) body. For thus also, when he ascended bodily to heaven, the 
angels pointed as with a finger to the disciples, saying, "Men of Gali- 
lee, why do you stand looking (Lebon p. 123) into heaven? This Jesus 
who has been taken up from you to heaven is coming thus in the way 
that you have seen him go to heaven’’.75 Therefore how will anyone 
with a Godfearing mind, and (who) cleaves to the teachings of the 
Apostles believe that the body which is subject to being seen, and so 
was seen and is expected to be seen, was changed to the divine ousia? 

Therefore, because you ask us these things as a pupil and say that 
you have not assented to this within yourself,"? but you ask if the 
Word incarnate is one in every respect, (I mean) both nature and 
particularity, as it was expressed by you above, "at one time there 
took place one ousia and quality", we give you advice, Beloved, in a 
brotherly and loving way, (and) we quote that scriptural passage, 
"Spring away from evil like this; do not delay, make your way far 
from it, for it does not follow the ways of life, but its paths are slip- 
pery and unknown".?? For holy Cyril said in the Treatise against the 
Synousiasts: (CYRIL): “For if they say that the flesh of the Word 
was changed to the nature of divinity, it is fully necessary that it 
should be understood that he has renounced in every way his wish 
that he should become man. And see how Paul, who is wise in every- 
thing, says, ‘For there is one God, and one mediator between God 
and men, the man Jesus Christ, who gave himself a substitutionary 
ransom on our behalf’.7® For he is mediator as God and man at the 
same time, the same (person), who reconciles us to God and the 
Father through himself and in himself.""? AND AGAIN AFTER A 
LITTLE: "And how will anyone dispute that, unless his still being 
and being thought like us is not suitable for him, it follows that he 
should say, "When he comes, will the Son of Man find faith on the 
earth?’,2° and not rather, "When the Word of God comes naked and 
without flesh, will he find faith in himself (Lebon p. 124) like this, 
among those on earth?' But because he openly and clearly calls him- 
self Son of Man even at the time of the advent from heaven, it is evi- 
dent that he has not changed the flesh into something else, but has it 
the more gloriously, incorruptible, without stain and adorned with 
unapproachable light. For he descends from heaven not in the for- 
mer state of weakness—how could that be?—but in the glory of his 
Father with the holy 1 

"But I am particularly astonished at how sometimes you call the 
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incarnation a composition, and (then) again you say that “at one 
time there took place one ousia or quality". Did the union therefore 
begin with composition, but when composition ceased, was it 
reduced to one ousia, in order that, as you say, the holy Trinity 
should be kept a Trinity and not receive a superfluous person? 2 
But you have heard both the divinely inspired scripture and the 
God-clad teachers of holy mysteries say that the Word ascended to 
heaven endowed with a body, (the Word) who had previously des- 
cended from there without a body when he undertook to enter emp- 
tiness, and that he is composite and composed in a glorious way. For 
they taught us in various ways, with those terms which are now 
being used. For if we were to say like Nestorius, that a man complete 
in his own hypostasis adheres to the Word in honour and only bene- 
volently, (then) they would be right to fear a quaternity. For that 
unclean man says somewhere: (NESTORIUS): "Let us confess God 
in (a) man, and let us worship the man who is worshipped along with 
God Almighty by means of a divine conjunction",?? But because 
those who are reared on true religion confess and proclaim one 
hypostasis from two, the Trinity remains a Trinity, even if the Word 
was incarnate and inhominate, and is one in hypostasis even while 
incarnate; he who before was simple, but now (Lebon p. 125) is glor- 
iously and inexpressibly composed to flesh endowed with a soul and 
with a mind, and is not divided into two, and remains without confu- 
sion: the same one consubstantial?^ both to God the Father and to 
us. 

But you again equip (yourself) as with something which is mighty 
and inescapable and you introduce the term, which pleases you, of 
oupdvia, (because) Gregory the Theologian professes ouuputa of the 
natures in the case of the divine inhomination and you think that 
this brings to one ousia those things which are different in natural 
quality—divinity and manhood—from which neither confusedly 
nor defectively there is one Christ. 

Recognise, then, that the truth is not like this. For in the case of 
the inhomination the Theologian called cuu$vía what wise Cyril 
calls “a natural coming to be one",35 and hypostatic union—which 
we say the soul of a man like us has with its own flesh—(and) which 
completes together one hypostasis from two. But (Gregory) used the 
term in the Treatise on Baptism as well about the one ousia and 
divinity which is seen in the holy Trinity, when he wrote as follows: 
(GREGORY): “The infinite cupduia of three infinite things".59 But 
above he called the equality of nature?" of three hypostases 
“guudvia’’, which cannot be understood in the same way in the case 
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of inhomination. For in (the case of) the Trinity, each hypostasis 
exists independently, and denotes its own person, but (there is) one 
and the same ousia of the nature according to which it is understood 
generically, and this he calls cupdvia. But no-one understands 
ovpdvia in this way in the case of the inhomination, (Lebon p. 126) 
namely, that the hypostases would be separated to two, but that the 
two of them would have one ousia, or it would again be found that 
the Trinity is a quaternity, and from (this) formulation of an equa- 
lity of nature? of the flesh in relation to the Word, nothing is 
gained. For the unity in the case of inhomination is from the com- 
position of things of different type, and not consubstantial?? with 
each other. But in the case of the divinity which is apparent in the 
Trinity, the union (is) not from composition—for each of the three 
hypostases is not composed with another—but is simple and not 
composite. But community of ousia and identity of divinity pro- 
duces unity and lack of difference in everything, and an absence of 
division and separation, except for the distinction in hypostases. 

Therefore there is one meaning of “auudvia’’ in the case of (Trini- 
tarian) theology, and another in the case of the economy and inho- 
mination, and they are diametrically?? opposed to each other. For 
Gregory the Theologian himself said as follows, writing in the First 
Letter to Cledonius: (GREGORY): “But I say dAdo «ai àAAo in dis- 
tinction to how it is in the case of the Trinity: for there it is dAAos xa 
0200. lest we should confuse the hypostases; but not dAdo xat dAdo for 
the three of them are one and the same in divinity",?! and in the case 
of the incarnation, he said the opposite before: FROM HIM 
AGAIN: “But these things from which our Saviour is are dAAo xat 
dAdo unless the invisible is to be the same as the visible, and the with- 
out (Lebon p. 127) time as that which is under time. But the Son is 
not ãAAos kat 60805: away with you".?? 

But the next thing that we shall learn is that in the case of the 
incarnation he calls the composition “ouuputa’” and not “equality of 
nature".?? For (Gregory) called cupdvia the coming together of our 
soul with the body, which is taken even by the Apostle for an 
example of the divine inhomination, in the Treatise on the funeral of 
Caesarius his brother, writing as follows: FROM THE SAME 
MAN: "But after a short time (the soul) will take up its kindred 
flesh, in which together it philosophised about the (life) beyond, 
from the earth to which she?* had yielded and entrusted it, in what 
way God knows, who bound together and loosed these things, when 
alongside the flesh she takes possession of the glory from heaven, 
and just as she shared in its hardships, because of the cvudvia also 
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will she bestow her own pleasures”. Therefore shall we because of 
the term ouu¢uta foolishly think that the body with the soul of a man 
is completed to one ousia? And who with intelligence would venture 
to say this? 

But we find the same Doctor also calling our composition “mix- 
ture" in the Treatise on love of the poor, thus: (GREGORY): 
"(Our) mixture is like this, and because of this it seems to me that 
when we are lifted up because of the image, we will be withdrawn 
because of the dust”.°° But he already applies the term “deifica- 
tion"?" to us, and he wrote as follows in his Sermon on Epiphany 
about the glory which will be given us: FROM THE SAME MAN: 
"(There is) a living creature (which is) guided here, and journeys to 
another place, and (at) the fulfilment of the mystery, it is deified by 
(its) inclination to (God)’’.98 

Therefore just as in the study of a man like us, (the terms of) 
ovpduia, and mixture and deification (Lebon p. 128) do not indicate 
that there is a change in him of ousia or identity, so also they do not 
in the case of inhomination for God the Word. 

But take note of this, lest because of the term ovuputa you become 
too blind as regards the establishment of your former opinion, (that) 
it is also used of harmony and agreement?? of the soul, and of the 
habitual leading of the ascetic life. For wise Basil said as follows, 
writing to Gregory the Theologian: (BASIL): “What is the ovuóvía 
and unanimity of mind of the brothers who are deified and exalted 
by you? What is the emulation of the best and the incentive, that we 
are kept in the written precepts and rules?"!99 

But it is time to lead out a little stream from the waters of Athana- 
sius, who is glorious in everything, against those who believe that the 
flesh has come to the same ousia as God the Word, so that the 
Trinity, as they think, should remain a Trinity, and with it to drown 
the cunning (argument). For he wrote as follows in the Letter to 
Epictetus: (ATHANASIUS): "Let those who even thought that it 
was possible that there would be a quaternity in place of the Trinity, 
if it should be said that there is a body from Mary, very much be put 
to shame. For (they say) if we say that the body is consubstantial 
with!?! the Word, the Trinity remains a Trinity since the Word in- 
troduces nothing foreign to it. But it we say there is a human body 
from Mary, there would necesarily be a quaternity in place of the 
Trinity because of the addition of the body, since the body is foreign 
in ousia and the Word is in it. But when they say these things like 
this, they do not understand how they contradict themselves. For, 
even if they do not admit the body which is from Mary (Lebon 
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p. 129) but (affirm) it is consubstantial!?? with the Word, they will be 
Shown to affirm a quaternity according to their own doctrine 
nonetheless, whatsoever they pretend lest they should be thought so 
to think. For just as the Son, according to the Fathers, while he is 
consubstantial!?? with the Father, is not the Father, but the Son is 
said to be consubstantial!?? with the Father; so also, the body 
(being)!?? consubstantial!?? with the Word, is not the Word, but is 
other than the Word. But since it is other, according to their own 
argument, their Trinity will be a quaternity. For the true Trinity, 
which is truly completed and indivisible, does not accept an addi- 
tion, but that which was found by them (will). How can they still be 
Christians, when they understand God to be other than ۱۵ ۴ 

Therefore, let us not bring the flesh to equality of nature!?5 with 
the Word, on the pretext of these (words) of the Fathers, who have 
applied the term “mixture” without danger to the supreme union. 
For even if we should say that it took (its) origin from Mary, but 
afterwards changed to the divine ousia, we would end up in the same 
depth of wickedness (as) those who believed that not even at the be- 
ginning did the Word unite that (flesh) to himself from the ousia of 
the Virgin. For we find even holy Cyril, who thus explains to us that 
the term "mixture" was spoken of by the Fathers, used the term at 
the same time, without, as a result of this, raising up the flesh to the 
divine ousia and confusing the difference in ousia of those things 
which have run together inexpressibly to union, and have completed 
for us one Christ from two. 

For in the Letter to the Monks, of which we have just made men- 
tion, he proceeded in this way, taking our composition for (Lebon 
p. 130) the provision of an example of the union in the incarnation or 
inhomination: (CYRIL): “But the mystery concerning him is some- 
how like our own birth. For the mothers of those who are on earth, 
waiting upon nature for child-birth, have in the womb flesh which 
gradually congeals and through some inexpressible actions of God 
comes and is completed to human birth.!°° But God placed the 
spirit in the living creature, in a way which he knows, for ‘He creates 
the spirit of man in him',!?? according to the words of the prophet. 
But the principle of the flesh is one thing, and similarly (the prin- 
ciple) of the soul is another. But even though they were mothers only 
of bodies from the earth, because thus they brought forth the com- 
plete living creature, that is, I mean, from soul and body, they are 
not said to have brought forth a part. And no-one says, to give an 
example, Elizabeth bore the flesh, but consequently did not also bear 
the soul. For she bore the Baptist ensouled, and as one man from 
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two, from soul, I mean, and body. Let us accept that something like 
this took place in the birth of Emmanuel. For he was born, as I have 
said, from the ousia of God and the Father, his only-begotten Word. 
But because he assumed flesh, and made it his own, and was also 
called Son of Man and became like us, it does not seem shocking to 
me that we should say—rather we are compelled to confess—that he 
was born in the flesh by means of a woman, just as also the soul of a 
man is born with its flesh, and is counted as one with it, although in 
nature it is understood to be other than it, and is according to its 
own principle. And if someone should wish to say that some mother 
is ‘flesh-bearer’ and consequently not 'soul-bearer' as well, he 
talks far too much. For, as I have said, she bore the living creature, 
(Lebon p. 31) skilfully composed from things which are unlike. And 
from two, yet there is one man, while each one of them remains what 
it is, but they have run together to a natural union, and, as it were, 
mix with each other that thing which each one of them has as its 
own. 108 

How do you understand, in the cases of the structure of a man like 
us, how (Cyril) says a living creature is composed from things which 
are unlike each other, and not consubstantial!?? with each other, 
but the two of them have run together to natural union, and as it 
were mixed with each other that thing which each one of them (had) 
as its own naturally in ousia? Because of this, when there is a mortal 
body the whole living creature is called mortal, and when there is a 
rational soul, the whole living creature is called rational, as we said 
when we were writing before as well. It is the same therefore in the 
case of Emmanuel too: in some places all of him is called man, when 
our Saviour says, "Why do you seek to kill me, the man who told 
you the truth?" !!? and in others it is written that all of him des- 
cended from heaven.!!! And Julius the Theologian also said as 
follows in the Treatise of the title??? “Concerning the union of the 
body to the divinity of the Word": (JULIUS): "Thus also, he is con- 
substantial!!? with God in invisible spirit, the flesh being included in 
this description, because it is united to him who is consubstantial! !? 
with God. And again, he is consubstantial! !? with men, the divinity 
also being included with the body because it was united to him who 
is consubstantial!!? with us, while the nature of the body is not 
changed in the union with (the Word who is) consubstantial!!3 with 
God, or by sharing the title of being *consubstantial',!!? just as the 
nature of the divinity is not changed either in sharing the human 
body (Lebon p. 132) and in the title of ‘flesh consubstantial!!* with 
us’.”115 And in the Book of Treasures, wise Cyril says as follows 
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when he used the term "mixture": (CYRIL): “For the body did not 
become that of some other man but his own, and because of this it is 
reckoned as his own. For there is one Christ, from humanity and 
from God the Word as it were mixed, not as a result of change into 
what was not (before), but as a result of assuming the temple from 
the Virgin." !!6 

But do not suppose that what you said the opposition cites is new. 
For what they say is old and foolish and laughable in a variety of 
ways, for instance, their claim that, when we say “One nature of 
God the Word" and add "incarnate", we are introducing the other 
nature.!!? They have become many times over foul by the denial of 
the flesh!!? and the confession of the Word as simple after the 
union.!!? But it is well known that the word “incarnate” indicates 
composition, and one hypostasis from two, and removes distinction 
of the hypostases and natures. For we have already quoted that in 
That Christ is One, holy Cyril said as follows: "It is not the case that 
in everything and from every respect only what is simple and of one 
species is called ‘one’, but those things as well which are composed 
from two or more and of different species. For so those who are 
skilled in these matters think is ۰ 

Thus those who divide Emmanuel to overthrow this wise Doctor 
have attempted something that is the daughter of stupidity itself, 
and the sister of contradiction.!?'! For in the Eighth Chapter or 
Anathema he said as follows: (CYRIL): “If someone should venture 
to say that the man who was assumed should be worshipped along 
with God the Word, (Lebon p. 133) and should be co-glorified or 
together should be called God, as if (they were) one with another, 
and does not rather honour Emmanuel with one worship and offer 
one hymn of praise, in that the Word became flesh, let him be ana- 
thema".!?? But Andrew of Samosata, (one) of the chief authorities 
in that time, finding fault with the Chapter, said against holy Cyril: 
(ANDREW): "But you will be caught, fallen into the same (errors). 
For you have written in one of your Treatises, that the Son sat 
with!?3 the Father, along with his flesh. How can you then find fault 
with someone who says that the man and God the Word are wor- 
shipped together, seeing that ‘or’ and ‘uera’!2* have the same im- 
port and meaning.”’!25 And Cyril makes a defence against this and 
shows (Andrew) to have erred with the ultimate error, equating a 
duality of hypostases with one hypostasis and person and nature 
from composition. And he wrote as follows: (CYRIL): "For the 
opposition says, "Truly even you will be caught somewhere, for you 
have written in a letter that the Son sits with the Father, along with 
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his flesh, and how after that will you find fault with someone who 
says that it is right that God the Word and the man should be wor- 
shipped together, and together called God? For it is the same thing 
to say ‘ovr’ and ‘perd’. Let us therefore rebuke those who do not 
know the meaning of what was said, and who do not look at the 
nature of the facts. For on the one hand, when the discussion is 
making an examination about one person, or nature, or hypostasis, 
and those things from which it is, or is naturally composed, then the 
term ‘av’ or ‘vera’ ensures for the thing signified the fact of its being 
one through composition, and it does not define it dividedly into 
two. And on the other hand, when hypostases are previously divided 
into two, and (are so divided) that each one of them should be inde- 
pendently and individually known, (when) ‘adv’ or perhaps ‘pera’ is 
applied, (Lebon p. 134) then we say that (the term) has given a sign 
(that) (they) are two or more still, and not one through composition. 
For example, if I should say, perhaps, that the soul of a man and his 
body are honoured together if some honour should come from 
someone to one man, who is from two, or if someone should say the 
soul is one living thing along with its body, he would in no wise be 
defining the one (man) as two men, but rather is seen not to be ignor- 
ant of those things from which he is, or is naturally composed. But 
when he says that Peter and John are together called men, or that 
along with Peter also John went up to the temple, it is not con- 
sequently the case that there سم‎ or ‘wera’ gives a sign of one man. 
For Peter is not composed with John, nor do the two of them com- 
plete the constitution of one man. Therefore why do they doctor the 
truth, in an unlearned way dividing the one to ۱۷۵ 125 

Therefore since there is a great and immeasurable difference, and, 
if we speak scripturally,!?" (as great a difference) as the east is 
removed from the west, between natural composition or hypostatic 
union, and a conjunction of honour, which binds two hypostases by 
an equality of name, how should we be obliged by the followers of 
Nestorius to take refuge in one ousia (resulting) from a confusion of 
ousiai, in order that we might turn aside from a [duplication]!?? of 
natures, as you are saying. It is not so: it is not! Let no-one make you 
err by the persuasion of words, as the Apostle says. 59 

I pleasantly asked your Chastity: when one ousia and quality has 
come into being at one time, as you say, how do you then say there 
(still) remained a difference in ousia of the natures from which Christ 
is? For if there should be one quality and ousia, then (the marks) of 
the difference have taken to flight. For at any rate you say—because 
your intention is to hint at (lit. hints at) (Lebon p. 135) what has been 
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said on this point all over the place—the lesser was changed to the 
more exalted, and the whole of Emmanuel is divinity in ousia, (and) 
how then will he be seen at the time of the second and glorious com- 
ing by those who pierced (him)? For when the visible ousia has once 
Changed to the invisible, he is reduced to what does not fall under 
Sight, and the divine scriptures deceive, which established that he is 
to be seen by those who pierced (him). But in this matter, it is time 
that I give a few words, and I come not, as the Apostle said, to 
visions and revelations of the Lord,'?° (but) to the words of the wis- 
dom spoken by God, and I shall say, like (Paul): “I have become a 
fool: you drove me (to it)".131 

For I said as follows in what was written to you before: “But to 
say that Emmanuel was composed from two properties or from two 
activities! ?? is foolish and unlearned. For, because ‘to understand?’ is 
a property of a rational mind, but ‘blackness’ or perhaps ‘whiteness’ 
(is a property) of a body, do we say because of this that a man is 
composed from ‘understanding’ and from ‘whiteness’ or ‘blackness’? 
But no-one of intelligence says this: but he says that man exists from 
the natures of body and soul, to which (natures) those (properties) 
which were mentioned adhere and are visible and do not exist in 
isolation."!33 But when you read these things, you quoted the pas- 
sage, saying that [we said]!?^ “from ‘being rational’ and from ‘black- 
ness ".135 But “to understand" and “being rational" are not the 
same.!?9 For "being rational", which is a reasonable mind, exists in 
a hypostasis, but "to understand" (is) a movement and activity of a 
rational mind. Therefore, when we have said “from ‘understand- 
ing", how do you answer “from ‘being rational", (Lebon p. 136) 
and in this have perverted the truth? But after this you thought that 
we were speaking about blackness which is smeared on a tablet, and 
takes place, and again does not take place, and in this way you have 
said that a quality is that which leaves an ousia just as it is naturally, 
when it fades to whiteness. But we were speaking about the black- 
ness which is seen in a human body (and) which is an inseparable 
accident, as for example that !?? of the Ethiopian, which it was right 
for us to learn from the words of Jeremiah does not naturally 
happen to change. For he says, as if about something which is im- 
possible, "If the Ethiopian should change his skin, and the leopard 
his spots”. But be sure that we are not seeking accurately to de- 
fine what a propriety is according to the definitions of pagan philo- 
sophy. For those things are set at naught and are outside our court. 
For who does not know that the faculty of laughter is the propriety 
of “man”, and neighing of “horse”? But we have one care, namely 
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that we should establish and demonstrate plainly that where a com- 
position and natural coming together of ousiai or natures is consti- 
tuted, as in the case of the constitution of a man like us, it is 
superfluous and quite senseless to say that the living creature 15 com- 
posed from those things which appear in the ousiai. 

But you are also learning and very clearly, from these things 
which are said, that the definitions and laws of pagan philosophy do 
not help you at all in the case of this which was previously set down. 
For the wise men in these matters say that the propriety of the 
human mind is to learn, to err, to remember; but the propriety of the 
human body is to be composed with organs in such a way so as to 
serve the activity of a rational mind, and as holy Basil said, to be 
created upright, and apart from the other living creatures, to be pro- 
vided with a direction of gaze towards heaven.!?? For just as (Lebon 
p. 137) a man experienced in the craft of music does not otherwise 
fashion the preparation of a reed (-pipe), which is equipped to 
receive the blowing of a tune of this sort or of a properly controlled 
breath, except in such a way that it is (fashioned) appropriately to 
the tune which is blown, so that he will not have to change the 
instrument, which is equipped to serve the motion of the player; so 
too the Creator moulded the human body in such a way that it 
would be fitting and be appropriate for the dwelling-place and stay- 
ing of a rational soul, so that it should not have any difference what- 
soever from the bodies of the other living creatures which do not 
serve the interests of rational souls. Therefore, because to learn, to 
err, and to remember is the propriety of a human soul, and to be 
moulded in such a way (the propriety) of a human body, shall we say 
that a man is composed from learning and remembering (and) from 
a fashioning of the body in such a way? We would be mocked, and 
quite rightly, since it is right to say that a composite living creature is 
composed from ousiai or natures, and we would be saying (that) the 
composition (came) from the properties existing in them. And this is 
the case in the instance of a man like us. 

But note that in the case of the divine nature it is impossible for us 
to speak precisely (of) propriety, for God is not receptive of these, 
but we are obliged to say something of this thus only in a metaphori- 
cal way. Because of this, Evagrius, being very capable in these 
matters, says in one of his Chapters: (EVAGRIUS): “If either genus 
or species or difference or property or accident or what is composed 
from these is affirmed for every enquiry, we find that none of these 
which were mentioned (Lebon p. 138) (applies) in the case of the holy 
Trinity. Let us worship in silence what is inexpressible."!*? And he 
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says these things rightly, because God is understood to be above 
ousia or nature. For in the Treatise entitled “els rêv xarámAovy" 141 to 
those (who came) from Egypt, Gregory the Theologian says as 
follows: (GREGORY): "I recognise two supreme differences in the 
things which exist, which are Lordship and servitude. It is not what, 
amongst us, either tyranny has ordained, or [poverty]!*? has separ- 
ated out, but what nature defines, if it should seem good to someone 
so to call it. For what is first is also above nature." 143 Holy Cyril as 
well, in the First Book of the Commentary on the Gospel of John 
said as follows: (CYRIL): “But God will again be above this, in that 
he is above ousia, and there is nothing in creation which is supremely 
comparable to him so that a picture might be taken of the Holy 
Trinity, which (picture) has no difference, (as to exactness] of doc- 
trines".!**^ For we also do not know what God is in ousia or nature. 
Henceforth, in the case of (Trinitarian) theology, and in the case 
of the economy of the inhomination of the only-begotten God the 
Word, we do not use terms in a precise way, but, as a result of the 
poverty of the terms at our disposal, we make the demonstrations of 
the things which are understood. Because of this, when we make 
terms about the inhomination, we say that it is the propriety of the 
humanity to hunger, or to thirst, or to be weary, but we do not say 
this in any precise way, for this is not the propriety only of man, but 
also of the other living creatures, which by nature breathe the air, 
and live lives subject to the senses and are nourished. Because a pro- 
priety, expressed precisely, is that thing which (Lebon p. 139) belongs 
to something alone, and without sharing with another. But because 
to hunger and to thirst or to be tired are not properties of the bodi- 
less God, because of this, in a comparison in relation to him, we call 
these "properties of humanity". But, even if they are in nature 
properties of (humanity), they are also properties of God the Word, 
because of the economy. And he is said to have hungered, and 
thirsted, and to have been weary from a journey, because he was 
united hypostatically to a body whose nature it was to suffer these 
things. And he who divides them, and assigns these separately to the 
humanity, and estranges them from the only-begotten God— 
although he is in no way diminished according to the principle of his 
own impassibility—unties the economy and estranges him who is in 
the likeness of God, and who did not think it robbery that he should 
be equal with God, from voluntary emptying and humiliation for 
love of man, which he accepted that he should undergo for our sake. 
On which Cyril, (who is) wise in everything, in the Treatise of ques- 
tion and answer, That Christ is One, said these things: (CYRIL): 
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"Therefore along with the principles of the incarnation, there enter 
as well those things which because of it, according to the economy, 
came upon him who endured voluntary emptying, for example, to be 
hungry and to be weary. For just as he could not be weary, seeing he 
is all-powerful, and it could not be said that he was hungry, (seeing) 
he is the nourishment and life of all, unless he made his own a body 
which would naturally hunger and be weary, so too he could not be 
counted among sinners; for thus we say he became sin. And he 
would not have become a curse, when he underwent the cross for our 
sake, unless he had become flesh, that is, was incarnate and inhomi- 
nate." 145 (Lebon p. 140) 

But while these things are explained by us in this way as we under- 
stand (them), it is also necessary that I should add this, lest someone 
should run to the types of the law, and thence should fail because of 
ignorance and besmear the hypostatic union with an inadequate 
meaning. For our Lord is prefigured there in many ways, now asina 
golden ark, now as in manna kept in a pot, now as in the composi- 
tion of incense, now as in fine linen and jacinth, and in things like 
this, (and) in garments from there, and in sacrifices of calves and of 
rams, and of meal and in confections. For these things were fore- 
signs of the shadows of the legal scripture, which were making par- 
tial and obscure suggestions of the truth and were quite deficient and 
inferior in exactness. 

Holy Cyril also wrote in this way about the “averter of evil” in the 
Letter to Acacius: (CYRIL): "But (examples) are inferior to what is 
true, and sometimes (only) give partial illustrations of the things 
which are signified. But we say the law was a shadow and a type, and 
(is like) a picture which is placed as an illustration for those looking 
at the realities. But shadows are the first delineations of the skill of 
those who paint on boards."!** But he taught these things in the 
Second Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius, and rebuking 
the madness of that man, he says:! ^? (CYRIL): "Tell me again: how 
do you describe inseparable conjunction? As union—namely, of 
course, the hypostatic (union) which we teach, struggling on behalf 
of the doctrines of truth,—or (as) that (conjunction) which is esti- 
mated in terms of juxtaposition,!*® and which is (Lebon p. 141) 
understood as being the proximity of something to something else? 
For the scripture inspired by God thus accepts the expression, and 
says to the consecrated Moses as he composed the description of the 
former tabernacle: 'And you shall make fifty rings of gold, and you 
shall fasten the curtains!*? one with another with the rings'.! 59 For 
there were five of them and each one of them has something special 
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of its own, so that it would be different, apart from the others, (and) 
it was fastened with rings. But we do not say that there was a union 
like this in the case of Christ. For it is not the case that, just as one 
thing cleaves to another, or as in the manner of mental agreement, or 
in the way of proximity of bodies, so also he is (joined). For, as I 
have said many times already, the Word from God made his own the 
body taken up from the holy Virgin, and we assert that he was in 
truth (thus) united, and not to flesh that has no soul." ! 5! 

But because I have heard that some men have read the letter 
which I sent to you earlier, who, from ignorance and a presump- 
tuous lack of culture, do not much agree with the words of holy 
Cyril, may they know that they have set themselves outside the holy 
conflicts which (are waged) against the council which was at Chalce- 
don. For Dioscorus, a witness of Christ, who alone did not bend the 
knee to Baal at (that) assembly of vanity, wrote thus to Domnus 
who formerly presided (over the church) in Antioch, about those 
who presumed to compose evil treatises against certain composi- 
tions of wise Cyril: DIOSCORUS: "They are therefore composing 
writings for which they should be blamed, which do not agree with, 
but are opposed to the holy scriptures, and to the (writings) of our 
blessed brother the Bishop Cyril, who is praised in everything. For 
this in truth demonstrates that they are blameworthy (Lebon p. 142) 
and are not in agreement with the holy treatises. For our wise and 
prosperous Father was an ecumenical Doctor, and he, if anyone, 
wrote correctly and without blame. For he was not only a skilled 
workman with words, for nature gave him this glory along with the 
others, as it were from the cradle, but also, as he was enriched with a 
gift from above, he made known as much as he was able the mystery 
of the inhomination of the only-begotten Son of God. And there is 
no-one of his writings which does not exceed all admiration, whether 
you mention a book, or a letter, or a commentary made off the cuff, 
or a public homily, or the chapters or anathemas: all are proven and 
accurate, and have a beautifully polished sense, and agree with the 
divine words, so that aptly we may say about them, ‘Who is wise, 
that he knows these things? And intelligent, that he understands 
these things? For the ways of the Lord are straight, and the righteous 
walk in them, but the wicked will lose strength in them.' 152 

Therefore, how are they not condemned to shame, those who 
boast that they are zealous in opposition to the Council of Chalce- 
don, but because of inexperience!5? are not able to put on the 
armour!5? of the (battle-) rank, which is the teaching of holy Cyril? 
But you chaste brother, remain in this (armour),! 5* and lay low the 
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enemy, and the Lord will fight on your behalf,!?5 for the battle 
belongs to the Lord. And may no-one venture to revile the ranks of 
the living God,!59 as someone who proceeds outside the laws of the 
battle ranks, and turns aside to the right or to the left, while seeing 
him guarding himself from all sides against the arrows of the 
enemy.! 57 

But it is good that your Holy Wisdom should know that for a long 
time we have been praying that you may receive the rewards of your 
toils, both in this (Lebon p. 143) world, and in that to come. And it is 
not our custom in a fleshly way to fawn upon those about whom we 
pray, but we honour the ordinance of the gospel and the example 
which our Lord handed down, saying to his disciples, ^Truly I tell 
you, there is no-one who forsaking houses or brothers or sisters or 
father or mother or wife or sons or fields for my sake and for the 
sake of the gospel will not receive an hundred times now at this time 
houses and brothers and sisters and mothers and sons and fields with 
persecution, and in the world to come, everlasting life".!53 We in no 
way say that when our Lord said these things, he promised in a 
fleshly way, or otherwise provocatively, or led the disciples to the 
point where they would crave these things and be scornful of what is 
good in truth and is never given up, but as he said in another place, 
"Seek the kingdom of God and his righteousness, and all these 
things will be added to you",!5? in the same way here, wanting to 
confirm the importance of the promises, he says, as a way of addi- 
tion, that these things are given an hundred times in the present time. 

But I rejoice along with you at your fuller understanding, and that 
you have wholly come to belong to the future hope. And I say, exult- 
ing at the same time, what was said by God to those of the Israelites 
who said to Moses, "Everything which the Lord God has said to 
you, we shall obey and do”’,!6° (namely), “I have heard the words of 
this people, everything which they have said to you. They have said 
rightly all (that they have spoken). Who will grant that they will 
have a heart like this, so that they will fear me, and keep my com- 
mandments all their days, so that it will go well for them?" Come 
then in the same opinion, and apply yourself to progress, (Lebon 
p.144) "forgetting what is behind, and reaching out to what is 
ahead".!9! And leap clear from that foolish doctrine, which brings 
to one ousia the (elements) from which there is without confusion 
the one Lord and God and our Saviour Jesus Christ; and tell it you 
have recovered, and especially so, if you are about to "write to 
Macedonia"? about the faith. For when you said that you confess 
at the same time particularity, and difference as regards natural 
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bos bis Naso Ns hoo, a0} Las, | حل‎ No wa jas واه مبمعا‎ 26 
wheel NA JN Nass JN.azbo Ijin, eo من‎ e$ کروکی‎ Hodujaoe am 
Loass Joa ۰هعصا نەە‎ JN x), et eel : مر‎ Ns, eo وحص‎ 
el JN ex Jos حمه‎ er) co lee Las Laco, pee رونا‎ yelo 
ENNA haaos [Noel eso Lazos ehy do | واهمحبه‎ 
وحم‎ Se Sus majada Dey, DDr وحخدوصصا بن باقع‎ 
IP et Ls oL et ods exl 4 #مه‌ویهمی‎ p? eon Jana محف‎ 
liess ads es sed کا‎ bl فک از اند‎ E 
Lamay 26 ووا‎ ob وعززا.‎ hon سةك‎ qua Noo هم‎ sueco وس‎ 26 
my Daas Josse موم )141( ومزيحه.ا| وق‎ Lady مهي‎ :I o No 
Luan où laas Las Nas £e JN تكن من‎ Jods IPs hoo 
Loony سصعب‎ Lojas exo Jaco où „Laas Stoo فلا‎ Goin ص‎ 
„uod eu! Hau ete حمهوما.‎ flee? Las flan? نینط‎ aolo 
من‎ de. N? NIS, pee ات‎ Joos wo LoS cou سا‎ Rado 
||. سومه‎ Loos eel Loa oS وب‎ oue Jlesaes loo bara Nd eo 
Laas Loon, Ji of aw eas eo صا‎ p BY a Las Los, 
ومن 0-9 ركس‎ La? Ha اه بوه. آلا‎ Loo وحجحهغصا:‎ Jamo vos of 
JN eo | حطه‎ ee s.l oo حا‎ eA ومكه‎ de! d 

elann [Jom aS SN ومن‎ [NS pally ae esed P2439 
Dr حهار:‎ Male وخ مریم‎ Mig! منه‎ Qe Mese. e. Sgro 
Lag ولا‎ lae. لا‎ ee secos aga Lanoy قلا‎ Nas ex ميج‎ 
Loo, woogouac و,خەمح®‎ eo las اعا‎ ce M e JN eso 
کشت وهی‎ oc Lanas Jyouco ونتعفزه‌می ن‎ OO pol حوحمی ەا‎ 
Or . وه‌محبه می‎ Las No Loa :|| وعزعه‎ Laan» Was bja ao I 
ماتا‎ ama وی واصيسة‎ So haab oh Lec oe 
(Rue aon? cS aao Lanang pee نصا‎ So Pas 
EN کے‎ MI Mb Ssacm0 ies وولا‎ 2x [MY ملاتحط|‎ 
he odjo loaam o? ras adawo ولهحبا‎ eoo قبمعا.‎ 
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quality, and not that which individually and in every way dis- 
tinguishes the natures from which there is the one and undivided 
Christ, and you also proceeded to confuse everything into one ousia 
and quality and particularity, both I am found extracting from your 
confession, as scripture says, a sheaf inadequate to make flour,! 5? 
and you (are found) collecting your wages in a purse full of holes,! 9* 
of which the prophet Hosea teaches!95 the former, and Haggai the 
latter. 

But these things were added only jokingly because of love, lest the 
message have an undiluted!99 astringent, but that it should be gently 
mixed with pleasure and some sweetness. For we would be thought 
to do wrong, if we removed you, even by this, from the mixture. But 
the apostolic word bids and commands saying: "All the time let your 
talk in grace be seasoned with salt’’.16” But may it apply to us, as we 
share in the apostolic salt, and since we adhere to their doctrine, let 
us scorn these superfluous things of debate. But let us ratify (our) 
reasonings with faith, so that thus we may acquire wisdom from 
there. For the prophetic word says, "Unless we believe, we shall not 
understand" .163 

The Second Letter of the Patriarch Severus to Sergius the Gram- 
marian is ended. 


Notes 


1. Prov. xxii.28. 
2. Prov. xxvii.17. 
3. PG 76.85A-B. Also cf. above, p. 77.23-26, and p. 99.12-13 (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, 
p. 113.11-14). 
4. Prov. xxii.17-19. 
5. PG 76.858 (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 113.14). Adv. Nest. Lib. ۰ 
6. PG 76.85B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 113.14—16). 
7. Heb. ۰ 
8. i.e. concepts of mixture and juxtaposition. 
9. amata hanas cf. Syriac text p. 99, line 22, above. 
10. aias .سمت‎ 
11. eM os. 
12. rA tas. 
13. PG 75.1376C-1377A (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 510.8-512.6). 
14. Chaso Chatas. 


۰سحه‌حه» 
cf. p. 100 above.‏ .16 
Eua pas = duoovaa. (Harvard syr. 22— aša pie).‏ دشدد .17 
PG 77.241B-C (= ACO I, 1, 6a, p. 160.2-13).‏ .18 
PG 75.1285C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 360.9-12).‏ .19 
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joo م‌تعا.‎ kolaa da مولا‎ ٠ Rom Lauso (142) mies ime HQ 
eel wols oo 4 وب‎ oho} احه‎ LA wo la Ldsil مھا‎ Ha 
be وضلا: او‎ Joo saoi? pe Iho, Q2 as NIL Vo Nes. 
090 حه: الا‎ oes! Luo fos. ذه ومن‎ p Jl (US بح عه‌جسا حم‎ 
مها‎ sse, fis SN. Lanas gal لا‎ sds SS ومن‎ [Noord 
ce Nu. ors ۱ ولا‎ oo ووه:‎ eo مم من‎ No Jos, حزبه‎ Les 
qam Sa ومع‎ laas lo لا‎ lo sl محا‎ lo Jlios so 
تلاا‎ gN? gado Jen Jo las Jo Jany banjot هلل‎ 
La? JINN خفلا‎ odao حوي.‎ N? 2 هک‎ Loo JLN Noo 
دا‎ anamo edoa we. hanu وصبه‎ gadaa poly Lac. 
et Vas wed مەک‎ Layo Jess oda sol sl eoa 
*eo2 دست‎ 
معه ره وه صف‎ Saco ce exon (Se : اسر || سه‌حم‎ qw Waoo hal 
lano Laa oS, exl وب ووا‎ le, : ودحميربونا مجماحجهؤزين‎ 
„Laas La? وب‎ Al aso لا‎ (92b ود‎ ENS مدید لا‎ :wdujao 
Leis .وه‎ Lisy cD cum متنا‎ dol محصمن‌حیا‎ sul! es 
ف .£13 من ضخهها‎ p d le, Fes سه‎ wl wise ولا‎ 
ون موم‎ od سرا‎ po حصصلا:‎ of حصنا‎ Lense sl) Loic ورود‎ 
ححقها وحمه‌حلا محربه و.‎ 
رحن بم حي‎ peo من‎ Noa قفا‎ sal, oma, ون‎ Od 9l 
حيرا‎ a NE Nbi So وخهم.‎ o9o Isis. (143) Lowe وحصلا‎ kal 
أديجها:‎ lad ال ص یمرن‎ OOD ومدرحس‎ ex ویحسحی‎ 
ga bl cel el O19 a Sas NS, ei هم‎ pra! yy oo محجودحها‎ 
LE وان‎ E بحيلا انه مكب ار مهال اكه‎ 
Lap حصالا خی دعا‎ aay هسپطه‌يهی: ولا‎ ufo lesen of 
ابا‎ lasso Looy ولیجهضها حم‎ Jae Jaslo |azle Lilo INS -bo 
MN من وحم بای‎ el POr لا‎ "ee exl eo عم‎ gd, Es 
oong هه‎ La Joo eee Jaan” of Nano ىننان‎ 
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LETTER II OF SEVERUS 


20. PG 75.692D-693A. 

21. Note in margin: Where there is «hex aosse it is roiórys (in Greek). 

22. Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 296.3-15. Quod unus sit Christus. 

23. H. syr. 22 = سمج‎ ee: “in a relational way". 

24. PG 76.1449D-14504A. Latin only. The text is preserved in Syriac: cf. Severus, 
Philalethes, CSCO 133 (Syr. 68), p. 140.2-12. 

25. PG 76.1450A. Latin only. For the Syriac, cf. Philalethes. op. cit., p. 140.14-2 

26. Lk. i.35. 

27. The Syriac is home بن‎ amanz. Greek: ore ۱۵0۵ Üeórnros. 

28. PG 76.1200B-C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 149.14—150.9). 

29. mae. Greek: às év. 

30. Note in margin: The interpreter put "from two" (çol gs) here in place of 
ovvapórepov. 

31. PG 76.1169C-D. (cf. Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 81.12-82.1). 

32. esans. 

33. aias. 

34. i.e. for convenience. 

35. cf. Heb. iv.2. 

36. Acts iv.32. 

37. PG 76.33B-C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 72.21—73.12). 

38. Nes = pitts. 

39. eX 10397 xpácis. 

40. PG 36.325B-C. 

41. The Greek is هر‎ 

42. The Greek for both is Aóyos. 

43. PG 36.97B-100A. 

44. vopw. 

45. PG 36.328C. 

46. PG 36.325B-C. 

47. cf. Cyril, Scholia, ch. 9 (Pusey edn., Vol. 6), p. 516.1 -14. 

48. ws épós Adyos. 

49. (0۵00۶ 84 oos. 

50. PG 37.181A-B. 

51. Mt. xvii.2. 

52. PG 77.236C-D (= ACO I, 1, 6a, p. 156.11—18). 

53. rîs 9eorókov. 

54. PG 26.3854 and PG 77.13C-D (= ACO I, 1, la, p. 12.5-8). 

55. هام‎ haso Aeris = Greek: i6ucos xai dva و‎ .... 

56. PG 76.416A (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 428.24—430.3). 

57. The Greek in Migne reads azuaros. 

58. PG 76.84D—85A (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 112.26-113.7). 

59. PG 77.116A ) ع‎ Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 26.26—28.2). 

60. 2 Pet. iii.16. 

61. PG 36.313B. 

62. i.e. Sunday after Easter, Low Sunday (xaiw) xuptaxy). 

63. kai mrwxever TH 6م00‎ mayyvat. 

64. PG 36.612B. 

65. PG 36.100A. 

66. PG 36.313B. Or. XXXVIII, In Theophania. 

67. cf. Eccles. i.9. 

68. PG 76.1193B, line 13. Also cf. above, p. 92.28 and p. 102.8. (= Pusey edn. 
Vol. 7, p. 134.13-14). De Recta Fide ad Theod. 

69. Xs. 

70. «oec alasa = Greek: evoéfleia. 

71. «43o22lo لحملحك‎ Elsewhere I translate both roots as "confuse". 

72. i.e. he is as you, Sergius, assert. 
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ae aso poiss Iyo : دا وحم و‎ Ss CET eo La e 
eoo حابه (ه.‎ le, alad وححه‎ Joa حمه۸|‎ el bl الا‎ 
وقد حصا‎ Las; pracy Lo ص‎ looo. Loo nea aoo Ao gao 

[ANa p el‏ واه‌ععط: wS Bad Jo‏ وحرحبا Ao ple,‏ امهح. 
pis‏ وب Jes qx‏ ابا Noa aago Lamas SNO ANa‏ وهحزا 
L? ele tpg‏ احس| Lol, ad L? jojo‏ من eo Las Jods‏ ومن 
امعع: ایند وامحزه حمحه ها Soy‏ صا kaso PIS Jb Li Sra»,‏ 
„rano‏ عضدك Lis‏ ملا وضلا وحصا So be‏ صا وامحزه حلام : Nl pil‏ 
(9o Loo leo, XSW ai Xy, eo eoo‏ حهى : fun?‏ ودد 
edo au eel‏ هه مب JL ages Joou Haay La? dA (oco‏ 
às eso‏ عم aol? paad Naji às‏ عم )144( we‏ ف 
Nas,‏ هخا uo: Las. ul‏ وى وحمفيصا Mud ou Nse Nie‏ وم Neal‏ 
بهت Lady oo ace.‏ سا LN Lao!‏ خی Qoa.‏ لا Mdb‏ 
Lie m 99 OU‏ مححه| N oogo Laso; jaa Luas won ED‏ 
سخصا Mul‏ امز aa‏ نان ۹ بوه Loopa ool. Nol pAg‏ 
daaa ele‏ حر Nob hawg Loeb Mal nu‏ افا [Moy‏ دعسلا 
p oo‏ وحمحعه و حه || do Jio‏ ينه Wwa3e seo o Peony‏ با 
aol oou, haa saan‏ 99 منم ول aolo Luas Lern‏ 
حا Loo?‏ دمه وجه || Kao} pro No Lazo‏ مجح : Kuohato‏ 
فا من IN oL‏ وبحي oS RY, lao FEWN pL‏ سلا Lasao aly‏ 
N? tase BRE‏ حروو| Las ~ hon exl TT‏ هعفد et hoa‏ 
Stoo py Qe‏ سحا «à Wy 29 la moll! Mna 9: yds oo‏ 
وصرؤها لا JNS NU KNS‏ الا NJLes‏ »حفه فا وحوساه || pee‏ 
Lanes lool.‏ یجنم هون exe, HQ‏ 3 وه qM‏ اه qe hes‏ 
[NS geo Lage»‏ وب [Mada‏ م اا lease‏ م Joel‏ ,کا 
wwe So‏ حشحه || حصا Joo, lopas Jool‏ كح وب وحم حمه اكه .|| 
وصحسا ہ۵س ومد : 20- etel‏ مه ا ux Joos redo‏ ~ 
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73. PL 54.7654. 

74. cf. PG 76.1413C. (— Ad Reginas de Recta Fide Oratio Altera, Pusey edn. Vol. 7 
p. 328.4—5). 

75. Actsi.ll. 

76. cf. p. 102.12 ff. above. 

71. cf. Prov. ix.18A; v.8, 6. 

78. cf. 1 Tim. ii.5-6. 

79. PG 76.1431B (Latin only). The passage is preserved in Syriac. cf. Philalethes, 
op. cit., p. 49.3-11. 

80. Lk. xviii.8. 

81. PG 76.1431C-14324A (Latin only). The passage is preserved in Syriac: cf. Phila- 
lethes, op. cit., p. 50.6-19. 

82. Preserved in Greek in Leontius of Jerusalem. PG 86.1848A—B. Contra Mono- 
physitas. 

83. Friedrich Loofs, Nestoriana (Halle, 1905), p. 249.2-4. vean translates the 
Greek ovvádeia. 

84. «ua iv. 

85. Lebon suggests this is o/uflaeus وه‎ 

86. PG 36.417B. 

87. eua daar. 

88. eua aasar. 

89. eua .قد‎ 

90. Note in margin: A diameter is where there are two things which confront each 
other in a primary sense, as is the case of the position at full-moon, when the moon is 
in the eastern side of the sky and the sun in the western. 

91. PG 37.180A-B. 

92. PG 37.180A. 

93. حبك‎ hasar. 

94. i.e. the soul. 

95. PG 35.781C-784A. 

96. PG 35.865C. 

97. Seoroinats. 

98. PG 36.324A. 

99. imas Naas. Dr S. P. Brock has suggested óuórvora as the underlying Greek. 

100. Severus' reference is wrong. It is Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. VI To Basil, PG 
37.29C. I owe this reference to Dr Lionel Wickham and Bishop Kallistos of Diokleia. 

101. @ua is =dpoovaor. 

102. @ua ها‎ =dpoovator/os. 

103. sc. according to them. 

104. PG 26.1064B-1065A. 

105. eu» daar. 

106. The Greek is: eis efS0s rò dvd .لاوس جوم‎ 

107. Zech. ۰ 

108. PG 77.21B-D (= ACO 1, 1, la, p. 15.12-33). 

109. euis .قد‎ 

110. cf. Jn. viii.40. 

111. cf. Jn. vi.38. 

112. Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 185. 

113. «4». 1s = ópoovotos/ov/ov. 

114. guata = وزع‎ uiv óu oovaíov capxós. 

115. Lietzmann, op. cit., p. 188, lines 9-18. 

116. PG 75.333A. 

117. cf. p. 99.30, above. 

. 118. i.e. leaving out cecapxwpevy. 
119. i.e. again without the addition cecapxwyévn. 
120. PG 75.1285C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 360.9-12). 
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Lasson JN, JN. eo‏ وب pola‏ ستعحط|: Seb hoo, La?‏ 


JNa اقلا بد اقا مك‎ sexos gy الا‎ nol ون‎ [soon 
+ نىت هه‎ Lad Jsoleo ,فلحا‎ elil لاا‎ Ns 
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121. Lebon comments here: Sensus harum vocum haud clarus. 

122. PG 77.121 A-B (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 36.20—26). 

123. ouvadpevcev. Syriac: mart mha. 

124. efamaré/civ/ together, and ms-/uerá/ with. 

125. cf. PG 76.352C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 322.11-16). Apol. pro XII Cap. Contra 
Orient. 

126. PG 76.352C-353A. (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 322.11-324.15). Apol. pro XII 
Cap. Contra Orient. 

127. Ps. cii.12. 

128. Reading hasas (=H. syr. 22) for .مسحتحوظ»‎ 

129. Col. ii.4. 

130. cf. 2 7۰ 

131. 2. Cor. xii.11. 

132. H. syr. 22 reads «s.3eox for «hoxs3s.s. This reading would seem to be sup- 
ported by Sergius, p. 155.4, above. 

133. cf. above, p. 86. cf. also, p. 72.23 and p. 101.24. 

134. Reading eise (=H. syr. 22) for e t». 

135. cf. p. 101 above of Lebon's edition. 

136. rò AoyiLeo?a: and rò Aoyuóv. cf. Lebon, CSCO 120 (Syr. 65), p. 102, note 5. 

137. sc. blackness. 

138. Jer. xiii. 23. 

139. Homilia in illud, Attende tibi ipsi. PG 31.216C. 

140. This is from the Gnosticus of Evagrius, $143 (ed. Frankenberg, p. 550). For the 
Greek, see Socrates, H. E. III, 7 (PG 67.396B). The use of this text by Severus is men- 
tioned by J. Muyldermans, Evagriana Syriaca (Louvain 1952), p. 170, note 138. I owe 
this reference to Bishop Kallistos of Diokleia. 

141. PG 36.241, note 51. 

142. Reading aaas (=H. syr. 227 reva) for &oamas. 

143. PG 36.248D. 

144. PG 73.85A. This is taking Lebon’s suggested emendation, reading wore 
ffhob.hals for ,تسده‎ which follows the Greek œs eis Soypdrwy dxpiBeav. 
(= Pusey edn. Vol. 3, p. 72.59). 

145. PG 75.1264B. (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 341.28-342.8). 

146. PG 77.217B-C. 

147. Note in margin: Take note. 

148. The Greek is rûv xara 70 .نان 0176م‎ 

149. Note in margin: In place of "curtains" (ras asAaías) which is here, it says 
“court” (avAjv) in the Greek. (PG 76.84C reads adAaías). 

150. Ex. xxvi.6. 

151. PG 76.84B-C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 111.30-112.16). 

152. Hos. xiv.10. For Dioscorus' Letter, see "Akten der Ephesinischen Synode 
vom Jahre 449" , ed. J. Flemming, Abh. der Kgl. Ges. der Wiss. zu Göttingen, Phil.-hist, 
K1., n.s. 15, Berlin 1917, p. 137 (of translation). I owe this reference to Dr Lionel 
Wickham. 

153. cf. 1 Kms. xvii.39. 

154. cf. 2 Tim, iii.14. 

155. cf. Ex. xiv. 14. 

156. cf. 1 Kms. xvii. 36. 

157. The sense of this passage is far from clear. 

158. Mk. x.29-30. 

159. Mt. vi.33. 

160. Deut. v.27. 

161. cf. Phil. iii.13. 

162. cf. 1 Tim. i.3, and p. 102 above. 

163. cf. Hos. viii.7. 

164. cf. Hag. i.6. 
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165. This is taking aux. émaomiaa to represent just the verb ۵۵00۵4۵4. cf. p. 127 
above, and PG 35.781C. 

166. The Syriac is حسلیل» مط‎ 

167. Col. iv.6. 

168. cf. Is. vii.9. 
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Letter III of Sergius 


The Third Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to holy Severus the 
Patriarch. (Lebon p. 145) 

Only late have I become aware of my ignorance. And at first I did 
not attend to my artifice, which I did not know: for "honour lies still 
where there is no danger", as one of our number said. But I was not 
steadfast in relation to the divine laws, nor did I hear the cither! 
when he prayed: "Lord, place a watchman on my mouth, and a 
door, a keeper on my lips".? Then I pushed aside the doctrines of the 
wise, and made a mock of these various texts: "Who will give a 
guardian upon my mouth, and a seal of shrewdness upon my lips lest 
I should fall as a result of them, and my tongue should fight with 
me?"3, and “A slip from the floor is better than one from the 
tongue”’,* (and) “The folly of one who is silent was searched for, and 
it was not found". 5 Therefore I have learned this sin, (I) who am a 
man with a babbling tongue. You did not agree that with evil I 
would cure evil, and I have received a sentence of double ignorance. 
But I am grateful to those who give rebuke, and I acknowledge 
thankfulness to God that I am corrected, again with a frank mind, 
among those who counsel wisely, for *The haters of correction die in 
disgrace”, and “The ear which hears the correction of life shall 
dwell in the midst of the wise"," and "He who keeps corrections 
loves his own soul",? and “He who kept correction will be glori- 
fied".? My soul was admonished by all these good (words); (and) 
thus I have borne your holy and divine letter. 

But at once from the beginning, I was cut off in (mid) speech—for 
I shall repeat the whole disputation—when I heard that iron shar- 
pens iron. You commanded that I should look a little within myself, 
and I induced my gaze within, and saw my reasoning (was made) of 
clay, and very frail. And afterwards I turned quickly to the parable, 
for I will not forsake (Lebon p. 146) the wise, "How can the (clay) 
pot associate with the (iron) kettle? It will knock and itself be 
broken"'.!? Then with difficulty I recollected that I should act wisely, 
and I was descending to the remaining words. Then, but then, the 
beginning of the whole marvel happened to me: (my) eyes cringed 
back from the light, and were completely unable henceforth to en- 
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lighten (my) mind. (My) understanding was dizzy, (my mind) which 
was in danger of (lapsing into) the sleep of despondency. But what, 
what opinion have I reaped from (my) lack of learning? I shall be 
accused of the teaching of the changers of ousiai. Therefore I shall 
make a defence about what my opinion is concerning them, taking 
God as a witness of the statement, (to show that) those men are reck- 
oned foolish by me, and followers of the madness of Eutyches. 

First they trample underfoot the mysteries of the divine birth (that 
was) for our sake. For when the flesh has been dissolved into di- 
vinity, it is no great thing that the virginity should be preserved, 
when the Spirit only passed through her. Therefore let us come to 
Father Cyril (that we may enquire) about this true saying. For she 
gave birth to the Word from God the Father according to the flesh, 
when he became flesh. For the marvel is seen in this, that while the 
laws of birth are preserved, God is born in a fleshly way, while (at 
the same time) nature is overcome, for virginity is not done away 
with, even though bodily birth took place. But how have these (accu- 
sations) of an impure doctrine befallen me, when I confess composi- 
tion (just) like the Fathers? For if a man takes completely pure gold, 
and another (takes) debased (gold), (and) when he purifies it, unites 
it (to the other), in this way this (constitutes) an addition of ousia 
and not a composition. But who would be so bold as (to say) like a 
young man, that in the case of the perfect Trinity, there is an addi- 
tion of divinity, taking what did not exist before, but came into exist- 
ence at the end? (Such an attempt would belong) either to the 
audacity (Lebon p. 147) of Nestorius, which strives in the pagan way 
to deify, or to the empty-mindedness of Arius, which drunkenly 
(moves) the creature into divinity. All things which belong to the 
Word are settled and superior to all change. For in the beginning 
was the Word, and (he was) with God and was God, and became 
flesh.!! 

But just as he was embodied, and has not endangered the ousia of 
divinity and is even now true God as well, so too he has preserved his 
own true flesh. Thus the prophets did not deceive about the advent, 
saying that God comes visibly. Thus we do not err in the direction of 
illusion because we have become among the perceivers of the Word, 
and touched him with (our) hands.!? For if we should blaspheme 
(saying) that, like a cloud and every vapour which went up into the 
air from the earth, and is dissipated by the rays of the sun, this hap- 
pened also to the body of our Lord by the mingling with divinity, 
(then) God was not seen, was not touched, did not hunger, did not 
thirst, was not weary, and undertook none of these things which are 
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ours, nor was he fastened to the cross, and I am quite unentitled to 
say that he died, he who no longer was embodied with a mortal 
body. Nor would Thomas carefully seek out and look for the mark 
of the nails: for to what side would he place (his) hand? The doors 
would be closed, and Jesus would be seen in the middle: and we 
would not be astonished. And if he says, "Touch me and see, for a 
spirit does not have flesh and bones, as you see I have",!? will we 
shut our ears to the truth? But who is astonished when a spirit has- 
tens to heaven? For God is spirit,!^ and we know his wisdom is an 
ethereal spirit, passing through every intelligible spirit, pure (and) 
most ethereal.!5 As far as these first principles go, we are not mad in 
them, blessed Father of Fathers—and we do not learn these from 
your accurate voice! (Lebon p. 148) 

But I believe that there is one nature of the Word incarnate after 
the inexpressible union, and I do not vitiate the incarnation in any 
way. You find fault with me, on the grounds that I change the 
body of the Word. But I acknowledge along with that (body) the 
soul as well, in that I fully attend to and accept that he says, "He 
who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has life for 6۷۵۲۲۰۱6 I also 
attend to these words: *I have power to lay down my soul and take it 
up again" ,!" and there was no confusion of the humanity. Let us 
grant to God that he was truly incarnate, so that he should be able 
even to suffer on our behalf, so that death might be despoiled in that 
God died. Let us believe that he rose in a fleshly way from the dead, 
lest we renounce!? the resurrection of our own flesh. This Jesus, in 
the same way in which he was seen by the disciples going up to 
heaven, will come at the second advent, and he will sit upon the 
throne of his glory, while the holy angels stand by him: thus he will 
separate out the goats and the sheep, to the right and to the left. For 
the [judge]'? endured to be embodied on our behalf—he who 
accepted the form of a servant, and in shape was found as a man?9— 
and that he should display related parts: for which are the right 
hands and which the left, to an uncontained spirit? But in accord- 
ance with your teaching, the quotation, "They shall look on him 
whom they pierced" ,?! (shows) that the Word still keeps in the body 
the marks of the sufferings (undergone) for love of man. 

Therefore I name the whole Jesus God, but incarnate. I acknow- 
ledge Israel went down to Egypt with seventy-five souls,?? but not 
with (souls) only, but I understand (with souls) which were em- 
bodied. And I give heed truly to these words: "There is one mediator 
of God and men: the man Jesus Christ",?3 but I do not lapse into a 
debased?* opinion in this. For I acknowledge (Lebon p. 149) “the 
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man attested by God for us",?5 wholly perfect God, who was per- 
fectly made man, and the prophet calling out in a divine way, “I 
shall pour out from my Spirit onto all flesh".?* Nor do I uselessly 
understand only the body, but I accept the whole constitution of 
men, even when a part customarily indicates a whole: as sometimes I 
call the world 7ò rûv even though I have learned that the heaven is 
called this. 

This true doctrine has run into my mind with pure wonder, in rela- 
tion to all the words of the holy Fathers, and I run, and lawfully and 
religiously I keep within bounds. Therefore let Gregory the Theo- 
logian say confidently (now) mixture («páo:s) (now) mingling (ui£s), 
now composition (avveors):?7 for through equality of name, I 
recognise one fact, which was made known to me from many names. 
For I understand the supreme union of God to flesh endowed with a 
soul, and without confusion maiming the meaning, for (the flesh) 
has not changed to that which is eternal. And let him also say these 
words which are worthy of wonder: “Of them, the one deified, but 
the other was deified’. These teach neither a change nor a confu- 
sion. For even if iron is said by us to be hot, it is not thought that it 
was changed into fire itself. For once united to fire, it still even thus 
remains iron. For if the fire that we know rejects the ousia of matter, 
it is destroyed, since it does not naturally persist in another way than 
by being mingled with some ousia of matter. And in the case of that 
(quotation): "The Word became thick, and congealed’’,?° I utterly 
reject (the idea) that I should be lame in my understanding (of it). 
For since I enquired about (those) words, I have explained (them) 
according to your pious opinion, (in saying that the Word) received 
our thickness of body. And (Lebon p. 150) as far as I was able, (I) 
who am propped up now with a feeble mind, I resisted before the 
Assembly those who again seize doctrines contrary to this from the 
Father.3?. And that, “He became double’’,?! I have resolved accord- 
ing to your examples. And I have unravelled those sayings which are 
published by them, “It is (to be) understood (as referring to) his 
Father, and not to him who is seen"; “(What) is understood, is not 
of him”.3? Therefore we are not overthrown by those putting for- 
ward these (opinions), and ones like these, because God directs (us). 
But how is it astonishing that these men borrow the (sayings) of the 
holy Fathers in the cause of what is evil, when they even oppose 
the divine scriptures, and imagined that from there they would 
strengthen their wickedness? 

But now it is time that I make a defence of (some) statements 
which are criticised, and assist with a staff those things which are 
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lying sadly low. And it is a difficult business, that I should impart life 
to those things which are thus dead, but anointed by your holy 
prayers, I shall make an attack upon the conflict, giving first a defini- 
tion of composition. For as I deal with the mystery, I have not yet 
used (defined) terms, although I have spoken in this way. But I have 
learned that the principle of composition is like this: (namely) the 
coming together from two or more simples, which have come to 
some one thing, in which also what is complete (in itself) is a part, 
(and) afterwards the parts are not investigated with regard to the 
principle of duality, since once and for all there has come into being 
one ousia or quality.?? (Please) understand me about this too, that 
what was said as regards ousiai, (namely) that some are simple, and 
some are composite, (should be said) in the same way as regards the 
signs of ousiai, that we know some simple and some composite. But 
because I also confess composition in the case of the divine inhomi- 
nation, I shall introduce (it), so that we may debate about it as well. 
(Lebon p. 151) And you, Doctor (and) Father, bear patiently the 
words of my poor understanding, for I do not contradict (what you 
have said)—far be it that I should act so madly— but since I wish to 
escape from a false opinion, I confidently venture to undertake such 
a contest. 

The words fors and odcia mean the same as far as we are con- 
cerned, the one being derived from repuxéva and the other from eivai 
and you, O Theologian, agree with me (on this). For you have said 
somewhere in (your) letter, "Where composition and natural com- 
ing-together of ousiai or of natures is constituted".?^ Therefore, if 
we teach “from two natures, one nature of the Word incarnate”, 
how do we sin against the mystery, if, by means of words with the 
same meaning, we fulfil the same doctrine, (in saying) that from two 
ousiai there is one ousia of the Word incarnate? But this “incarnate” 
I have omitted, in as much as it is frequently declared, but I do not 
dissolve the composition because of this. And I turn (my) mind to 
mere surmise, and I urge you, O Father, to endure for a little my 
presumption with regard to the precision of the philosophers; even 
if they are outside our fold, we shall greatly clarify the explana- 
tion. Among these philosophers, Aristotle, who is called ó voôs said 
these words somewhere, as he provides an illustration of ousia: 
ARISTOTLE: “But ousia is, if we will speak with an example, such 
as man, horse."?5 But it is not the case that he does not acknowledge 
the composition of the living creature because of this. For everything 
which is simple is understood, rather than falling under the senses. 
Therefore how do I defraud the truth, when I call the incarnate Word 
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“ousia”, and understand this (ousia) (to be) incarnate? (Lebon p. 152) 
Thus it is right for me to explain as well the matters concerning 
quality, saying that the quality of the ousia of the Word who shared - 
with me in flesh and blood,3 also shared in the corporeal significa- 
tion. Since these things are said by a mind which desires to speak the 
truth, they will not be called to account. For it is right that we should 
judge words in relation as well to the persons who make the sayings, 
and we ought to examine a few of the many (statements). 

But now we will take up again that statement with regard to 
making a defence. We know that the things which belong to a genus 
also extend to species.?" And we say that a living creature is an ousia 
endowed with a soul and sensation. And we know that a man and a 
horse and a bull are (instances of) this (ousia) along with some dif- 
ferent propriety which belongs to each one of them. Therefore using 
the same name we call simples and composites and all these things 
which are mentioned "living creatures", and in this, the generic 
name of the ousia is applied by means of the hypostases which are 
particular ousiai, as it seems right to Father Basil as well.38 There- 
fore, if we call the simple Son, even though he became composite for 
our sake, one hypostasis, and we are completely sure that he is 
endowed with a body, why may we not also take the name of the 
highest genus, and call the Son “ousia”, while defining that this was 
incarnate? For even Father Cyril, as you yourself quote him, asserts 
that “one” is predicated not only of simples, but also extends to 
composites. For he says as follows: CYRIL: “For ‘one’ is not said in 
truth, only as regards things (which are) simple in nature, but also as 
regards those which are brought together in composition, as is the 
case with man".3? 

I am saying these things because of rebukes. But henceforth I 
come to the second rebuke. (Lebon p.153) I was considered, O 
Father, to be a fraud, because sometimes I marvel at properties, and 
sometimes I eschew them. And in myself I appeared (as) a many- 
footed man,^? because I take on a variety of colours. But I, in truth, 
on the contrary, will be neither of these things: it is not the case that I 
have spoken with (my) neighbour, while evil (is) in (my) heart. For I 
studiously shun the curse which by day and by night is sung on the 
cither. But I, from (my) first words, was of the same mind, and in 
every respect have believed that the invisible and intangible God the 
Word, along with the flesh also accepted the properties of the flesh, 
and became visible and tangible on our behalf. These are not (the 
properties) of simple divinity, but of (divinity) embodied, (which) 
because of the economy, also endured these (properties) of ours. But 
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because the saying seemed to some to have been said in too clumsy a 
way, I earnestly desired to be made acute by you. And this happened 
to me through God and your word, that condescended to such an 
extent, that it should descend upon me, who am particularly of small 
account. And thenceforward in every respect I had a formula which 
could not be contradicted, as it will be kept orthodox in every way. 
But it is good for me again to have regard for (some) one of the 
experts, and from that (source) send for a word of instruction. I have 
enlightened it like the dawn, and declared it afar. I have affirmed the 
“teaching as prophecy, and bequeathed it for other generations"'.*! 
But confidently I add, “1 have not toiled for myself alone, but for all 
those who are seeking it".*? 

But what is this third thing which as it were stares at me, and vio- 
lently seizes on my heart? For I was believed to have understood that 
the lower was changed into the higher.*? But this is completely 
renounced by those who still confess composition. (Lebon p. 154) 
For if I had attempted by boiling water through the continued appli- 
cation of fire, to change the wet ousia to air, that which is said would 
have been thought to have been in my mind. But now I shall give my 
opinion on this point as far as I am able. On all accounts, according 
to exact terms, body is considered that which is without soul; while 
we acknowledge flesh only (as) that which is alive. We learn that 
that** which is present to all things which breathe, both to us and to 
composed living creatures, is mixed from four elements. Therefore, 
(there is) on the one hand flesh and blood to the rational and irra- 
tional (alike). But on the other hand, the quality of soul is thought to 
introduce a change, and this indicates something rather significant, 
but it is not the case that the nature of the flesh of men is changed. 
Likewise, I acknowledge on the one hand that the ensouled flesh 
which is united to the Word—for I fear after this to say “mixed’’!—is 
human and of our nature, but on the other hand, in so far as it is 
composed to (be one with) God, it exists (with) those special 
(properties) in comparison to our flesh. For it did not accept sin (as a 
result) of transgression; it was not obliged to hunger and thirst and 
sleep, but to be occupied with the Word to which it was united, 
which willed to suffer these things for the sake of the confirmation of 
the inhomination. 

Therefore, this is not to change (an) ousia, but accurately to 
wonder at the mystery, that when the Word was composed in union 
to dense flesh, he made it more glorious than anything. For he is 
born without a seed, and a virgin is (his) mother. And he is fed, not 
needing it, but desiring it. But he is without all sin, and walks among 
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the Jews without being seen. And the nature of wet things serves 
(his) feet like the dry land. And when death drew near, he removed it 
on the third day. And the air provided a crossing when he ascended. 
But that which is beyond all speech (is this): he sits in heaven God 
incarnate at the right hand of majesty. For he established us along 
with him, and made us sit (Lebon p. 155) along with him with his 
Father. Thus he is coming at the second advent. 

And a fourth saying has become a risk to me, so that (I am) again 
called to judgement, on the grounds that I have set aside ousiai, and 
interweave composition from signs. But I do not acknowledge that I 
suffered (from) this ignorance. For a quality does not exist without 
an ousia, nor should we recognise ousiai without signs. Therefore 
when I said that two ousiai were composed, along with them I was 
also uniting the signs.*5 But accurate speech determines that we 
should speak of God as being above ousia. But when God, the cause 
of all, says to Moses, and (Moses) wrote this word in place of a 
name, “He who is, sent me",*$ I make so bold—but I have taken my 
cue from him—to call God “ousia” as well: for God is, and is above 
those things which are. Therefore let us call him "ousia", and 
“above ousia”. But you have defined, and very clearly, that the pro- 
priety of God (is) grace:*" "Why do you call me good? No-one is 
good, except one, God”.*® For if a propriety is that thing which 
belongs to someone and to him alone—(and) now according to the 
quotation above it belongs to God alone to be good—(then) clearly 
something of this sort is a definition of a propriety. Nevertheless it is 
necessary that we reverence these great matters in silence. For God is 
in truth above ousia and propriety. 

I have ventured (to say) these things to you, O Father of Fathers, 
and I have run far from my rank: not because I did not know myself 
at all, but because I was afraid that I might be trapped in (your) writ- 
ten accusations. And I prostrate myself at your holy feet, that you 
enact a law on those who have your second letter, (Lebon p. 156) that 
they read my defence as well, lest as time takes up these words of 
yours—for it keeps everything securely—it will tell posterity that I 
stumbled with an opinion like this, and this be thought to be the 
common rebuke of all the churches of God which have used the 
spark of my feeble tongue because of the remoteness of bishops in 
the east. But certainly some people, wanting to find fault, (will) think 
the matter is presumption. But I define ignorance as the death of the 
soul, and since I very much want to be alive, I fear to fail (in) this. 
But for those who in astonishment deride my search, I shall read 
again the wise law: "If you will invoke wisdom, and will give up your 
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voice to knowledge, and if you will search for it like silver, and glean 
for it like treasure, then you will know the fear of the Lord, and you 
will find the knowledge of 5 

But because a pair of the prophets are running after me, (along) 
with your holy writings, I should run with the pair. And first I will 
say to you from great Haggai, "You have sown much and [brought 
in]5? little"".5! For you have cast some divine seed upon earth that 
has a not very open heart, (namely) my mind. But cultivating this 
with great care, you urge on even rocky places, that you may take 
fruit even from (otherwise) fruitless (plants). And then I will also say 
the words of Hosea to you: "You are chastising and healing us: you 
are striking and curing us”.5? 

These things are in reference to your divine letter, which teaches in 
truth, which finds fault in a peaceful way, which heals with grace. 
(Lebon p. 157) And I ask God that long life be given to you, and that 
we, the orthodox Church, may again keep the feast with your lawful 
presence, as (we do) now in the text for your utterance, but then 
adorned in the true colours of your advent, we will write these 
(words of the) psalms in (our) understanding, "You have had 
pleasure, O Lord, in your land; you have turned away the captivity 
of Jacob; you have forgiven the sin of your people; you have covered 
all their sins".53 

The Third Letter of Sergius the Grammarian to the holy Patriarch 
Severus is ended. 
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23. 1 Tim. ii.5. 

24. Lebon notes: Ads: Id est: ad sententiam iuxta quam Christus est yrds 
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27. For avvdeas as the Greek noun underlying eaaet, cf. p. 109.14 (Greek in Lietz- 
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28. PG 36.325C. Or. XXXVIII. 

29. cf. PG 36.313B and 612B. Or. XXXVIII and XLIV. 

30. sc. Gregory Nazianzen. 

31. cf. PG 36.113A, 328C. Or. XXX and XXXVIII. 
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35. Aristotle, Categories, 4.1b.27. 
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49. cf. Prov. ii.3-5. 

50. Reading ._oblsa» for .,. obsal» (misprint). 

51. Hag.i.6. 

52. Hos. vi.l. 

53. Ps. Ixxxiv.2-3. 
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The Third Letter of the same Patriarch Severus to the Grammarian. 

When I read this third letter of your Chastity, which was given me 
very late, I wanted to keep silent, and to let alone those things which 
are written by me and by you. For it is not in my authority—as you 
said (it was)!—that I should give permission that these things of 
yours be read, these things which are written with your authority 
and free will. For such a thing would be easy, and it might possibly 
bring me prestige and would show everyone very clearly to which 
sayings I had given answers. For after the second letter, it seemed 
superfluous to study the same things with idle talk in another way, 
and again to remind him who renounces reminding, and is indig- 
nant. For some wise man says, "There is reproof which is inappro- 
priate".? 

But because this is not appropriate for me, and it is not, as one of 
the prophets said, the portion of Jacob,’ that we should prosper on 
the failings of brothers and derive prestige from there, (Lebon p. 158) 
but rather (it is appropriate) that we should think and say what Paul 
said to the Corinthians, “But we pray God that you do nothing evil, 
not that we may appear proven, but that you may do good even if we 
should appear in a poor light".* Because of this I have thought it 
right—and this while I am in this manner of flight, and secret and 
toilsome sojourning—with due love again to (remind]? you in a 
brotherly way. For what my intention was otherwise (namely) either 
to maintain strict silence, or to point you out with scorn, is not only 
foreign to true religion but also to good manners, and is particularly 
hateful to God, for the sacred writing says somewhere, “He who 
winks his eyes with deceit gathers griefs for men, but he who 
reproves openly makes peace’’.® 

Therefore your Chastity is reminded in every respect, that at the 
beginning, when you wrote to the holy Bishop Antoninus, you said 
about yourself that (but) lately you had gazed upon divine matters, 
and that you were a child in religious doctrines, and you had 
thought that it was in no way right that we should confess the parti- 
cularity of the natures from which the one Christ was completed 
inexpressibly and above reason. And 1, being far separated and 
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asked to answer your question, quoted from the words of wise Uyru, 
that in everything and in all respects it was right that we confess the 
particularities of the natures from which Emmanuel is, that is (parti- 
cularities) that (lie) in natural quality, and not such that the natures 
Should be cut off independently and separated from each other. For 
whoever does not confess this, arrives at the opinion of those who 
confuse ousiai. For (Cyril) says as follows in those things which he 
wrote to Diodore: CYRIL: “Therefore let us acknowledge that the 
body which was born at Bethlehem, even if it is not the same (Lebon 
p. 159)—I mean in natural quality—with the Word which is from the 
Father, yet it became his, and not of some other son beside him. But 
one Son and Christ and Lord is understood even when the Word 
was incarnate"."^ AND AGAIN AFTER OTHER THINGS: 
“Because we also say that in terms of particularity, flesh is in every 
respect of another nature from the Word which sprang from God 
and the Father, nevertheless, it became his by an inseverable union, 
so that even the Word who appeared from the ousia of God and the 
Father was called the seed of Abraham in the flesh, for the economy 
calls him this, and it does not at all injure his being that which he is. 
For although he is God by nature, he also truly became man, and is 
Son of God and the Father, not counterfeit and not of a lying 
name”. AND AGAIN AFTER A LITTLE: “But it is not the case 
that it is anywhere (and) in any respect unnoticed that you attempt 
to put to confusion those who have an orthodox doctrine, (that is) 
those who teach an unconfused union, and you are not ashamed as 
you stand in opposition, and stir everything up and down, showing 
the flesh (is) of another nature, (of another nature) I mean, as it were 
in respect to the Word from God, and if someone should confess this 
with you, shunning the ignorance of the confusers of natures, you at 
once divide the one (Christ) into two’’.® 

Notice that in these things which were quoted, the Doctor clearly 
showed that not to confess otherness of the natures which have come 
together to union, and particularity, and difference as far as natural 
quality is concerned, does not fall outside the iniquity and foolish- 
ness Of those who confuse ousiai, but comes under the rebuke which 
belongs to them. And as it were from the other side again, (Lebon 
p. 160) those who divide Emmanuel make this natural difference a 
pretext for division. 

Tell me then, did I make you a confuser of ousiai when I reminded 
your Chastity of these things? Or have I written the charge of heresy 
against you, (I) who showed you the path of the Fathers, when you 
confessed that you were inexperienced in divine doctrines and need- 
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ing someone to direct (you) to accuracy? Not at all! For the very 
appearance of the discourse and the truth openly proclaim this. But 
when you wrote again the second letter, and rolled around the same 
things in it again, and say that hypostatic union is to be considered a 
juxtaposition!? in accordance with the empty words of Nestorius, 
unless we confess that the natures were mixed, one ousia or even 
quality having taken place at one time, and you have made clear this 
opinion by means of words which you have added, I have abbre- 
viated what you wrote, but the gist is as follows: "Therefore if the 
natures from which Christ is, were not mixed inconfusedly, how 
shall I say that those (natures) which thus have remained unmixed 
were united hypostatically with each other? How do I keep the 
definition of composition, when the natures are preserved unmixed, 
just as they were?" And again I was obliged to answer you kindly in 
accordance with my ability, and to show clearly that hypostatic 
union is a natural coming together in natural union, and inexpressibly 
and inestimably completed one hypostasis and nature of the Word 
incarnate, which shuns juxtaposition,!? and similarly mingling and 
confusion and mixture, in (just) the same way that a man like us 
exists from a rational soul and from body, and from things of differ- 
ent sort and not consubstantial!! with each other, there is one 
nature and composite hypostasis, and it is not the case that it began 
from composition, but after the union (Lebon p. 161) it ceased being 
composite. For you had wanted to say this, you who were affirming 
that from mixture unmixed, and from confusion unconfused, at one 
time one ousia and quality took place. Later on you added (a sec- 
tion) as well about holy Cyril, and said "The Father seems to say 
that the Word incarnate attached natures along with properties, and 
is one everywhere, I mean (one) nature and particularity".!? And 
you said that in your own case you did not adhere to this, and you 
asked if I too was of this verdict. 

Therefore how, when I have decreed and shown by means of 
many testimonia that it is not right for us to say that Emmanuel is of 
one ousia and quality and one particularity, are you again contend- 
ing about these ill-sounding expressions and have set up a defence of 
these ill-sounding expressions, passing by all those things which 
were written by you in the second letter? By means of these things 
the whole purpose (of the argument) was directed to this, that unless 
we understand the natures to be mixed not even the Trinity remains 
a trinity, but becomes a quaternity, (that is) unless we confess that 
the Word incarnate has become one ousia and quality.!? Since you 
wanted to establish this as well, you introduced (the term) “oupduia” 
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(both) so that it might be of advantage to you as regards the same 
questions of mixture, and to demonstrate that those things from 
which Christ is are one ousia and quality. And again you learned 
from us, as we reminded you in a brotherly way, that the term 
“auudvia” is not indicative of (just) one meaning, but when it is 
applied to the holy Trinity, it establishes the equality of ousia of 
three hypostases; but when it is applied in relation to (Lebon p. 162) 
the divine incarnation, it makes known the natural coming together 
of things of different ousia, and not of the same type with each other, 
from which was completed one nature and hypostasis, that is of the 
incarnate ۹ 

Therefore you have turned these reminders into complaints in a 
way I do not understand, and you have made me an accuser instead 
of a teacher. And you have repeated words which were written to 
you by us in opposition to those who hold the opinion of a confusion 
of ousiai, and as if you were contending against a fictitious accusa- 
tion, you have [made out]! 5 that you do not think thus as the folly of 
the confusers of ousiai wishes. And hence you have at once jumped 
up, and as you have said,!? have anointed yourself!’ with my 
prayers, and it has seemed good to you that you should become an 
advocate of expressions which introduce the confusion of ousiai, by 
means of these things which you have said—(namely) that the com- 
ing together from two natures became at one time one ousia and 
quality. And you have done the same thing as a young man, who 
finds fault with a harlot, and uncovers her impudence, who is of the 
people! ? and a hawker, and the clamour of her beauty from orna- 
ments, and as the Proverb says,!? dissipation and its licentiousness, 
and afterwards when evening has come, he was beneath her roof and 
lodged with her. 

But let us consider of what sort are (these words) of (your 
defence): how valiant and astonishing! You say that you have said 
“one ousia" instead of saying “one nature", and you have omitted 
this (word) “incarnate” in as much as it is very often confessed. But 
you said “one quality" as well, on the grounds that the quality of the 
ousia of the Word has had a share in bodily activity.2° Now, are 
these things tolerable? Are these (beliefs) proper to Christians and to 
those who look for the judgement and the resurrection, and hear the 
Word of God calling (Lebon p. 163) out in the Gospel: "You will be 
justified by your words, and by your words you will be found 
guilty ".?! Do these things not provide the opposition with a suitable 
cause for laughter against us? Do we not deservedly say in lament 
that (song) of David the singer of holy things: *We were a reproach 
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to our neighbours; an object of derision and a laughing stock to 
those round about 2 

For to dismiss the whole intention of those things which were writ- 
ten by you, which we previously set out above, and to attend to this 
part only which has been said, in isolation from all these words which 
were said before and those which were set down after, to such an 
extent obliges us to say, and to cut off a multitude of inadequate and 
useless nonsense, from which the simplicity of the truth turns away its 
face, (the simplicity of the truth) of those who handed on as a sacred 
anchor to the holy Churches, as against those who divide into two the 
one Christ, (namely) that it is proper for us to say “one nature incar- 
nate of God the Word", that is of great Athanasius and wise Cyril: 
“Where therefore have you read in their compositions that they have 
called Emmanuel one ousia and quality, or one ousia incarnate of the 
Word?"?3 Y ou are unable to say! For since they knew that the error 
of confusing the natures is contrary on the other side to those who 
divide the Christ, they used polished and exact terms. However, it is 
quite clear that one can easily find in the God-clothed Fathers—for I 
speak to you from my teachers, since I do not use any expression in 
this matter belonging to the pagan experts—the term “ousia” used in- 
stead of "one nature" and "hypostasis", in the way that holy John, 
who attained to the high priestly throne of Constantinople, says about 
the only-begotten Son of God and the Father, in the Fourth Treatise 
of the Commentary (Lebon p. 164) on the Gospel of John: (JOHN): 
“But this Word is a hypostatic ousia which proceeded from the 
Father impassibly".?^ And Basil, who is wise in these divine matters, 
in the First Treatise against Eunomius, says about him: (BASIL): 
“But since he is one in existence and one simple ousia, not composite, 
he names himself differently at different times, and in thoughts he 
makes to fit the titles which are different from each other".?5 

But none of the orthodox Doctors, I mean those who have 
expounded (doctrine) in the churches, ventured to call the Word one 
ousia or sign when it was composed with flesh of the same nature as 
ours, which had a rational and intelligent soul. Therefore do you 
alone, tell me, walk this untrodden path, and travel through the tor- 
rent and thistles? Was there a need for these truly circuitous explana- 
tions? But these things in no way bring credit to you. For even if we 
believed you?9 and were silent, no-one would read these things 
which are written by you, and say that they are such that you have 
written a defence. So now it is (high) time for me to say to you that 
thing of Homer, and very aptly, since while writing you made men- 
tion of your skill: ۳۵۵۸۲ où meíaovrai Tp@es xai Aapbaviwves" 27 
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Because of this, with a loving intention, we exhort your Love, that 
you bid farewell to crafty words like these, and that you reverence 
simplicity of faith, and do not rush easily to speech about doctrines, 
but reckon that it is right to cleave to the Fathers in everything, if at 
any time you should fall into the necessity of writing or speaking like 
this. For it is not a slight thing that (Lebon p. 165) we should stumble 
in these matters, or say something which is not properly threshed 
out, or that we should not everywhere guard ourselves beforehand 
as far as is understood from marauders and the grasps of the opposi- 
tion. For if we are going to search for those things which are not said 
warily, it is time for us to say that the holy Trinity also is one hypo- 
stasis, because we find Eustathius of blessed memory, who was 
Bishop of Antioch, in the Commentary on the ninety-second psalm, 
said in these words (that) the Father and the Son are one hypostasis: 
(EUSTATHIUS): “The two do wonderful things at the same time 
invisibly, but the divine Scriptures very often attribute the majesty of 
their work to one, since they introduce a duality from unity, but 
teach a unity from duality, in which there is one hypostasis of 
divinity".28 

But who does not know that odcía is derived from eña but pots 
from repuxévaı and again úróoraois from ó$eorgkéva: and Ümap£is is 
derived from ارم‎ And in this meaning these terms are not at all 
different from each other. For thus the Luminary of the Church, 
Athanasius himself, made known, when he wrote to the Bishops in 
Africa: (ATHANASIUS): "From these things, it is right, brothers, 
that we should notice that those who were at Nicea breathe (the 
words) of the scriptures, since God himself says in Exodus " Eye etj 
ó àv?? and by means of Jeremiah, ‘Who stood [in his hypostasis]?? 
and saw his Word?'?!, and after a few things, ‘And if they had stood 
in my hypostasis, and if they had heard my words’.3? But if?? 
hypostasis is ousia, and has no other meaning than that which is, 
(Lebon p. 166) which Jeremiah calls 'émap£«s' saying, ‘Neither have 
they heard the voice of his being'.?* For rapis is ómóorao:s and 
ovoia: for it is?* and exists.?? For since Paul too understood this, he 
wrote to the Hebrews, ‘He is the radiance of (his) glory, and the like- 
ness of (his) hypostasis'.?" But since these men, who seem to know 
the scriptures, and call themselves wise, are unwilling to say ‘hypo- 
stasis' in relation to God—for they wrote this at Ariminum and in 
their own other assemblies—how was their deposition not just, since 
they say, even they, like the fool in (his) heart, “There is no 
God ?38"39 

Therefore (just) as we learn from the quotation of the Doctor that 
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there is interchange of these terms of eva. and ó$eorqgkéva:, in the 
same way we are instructed by those (Doctors) to recognise the dif- 
ference of ousia and hypostasis, and we hear holy Basil writing to 
Amphilochius and saying as follows: (BASIL): “Ousia and hyposta- 
sis have this difference, which the common has in comparison with 
the particular".*? And because of this, when the Fathers deal with 
theology, and explain a term concerning the inhomination, they use 
these terms which are rightly distinguished, so that there might be 
not even one thing not uncovered in these considerations when they 
are set out. Thus when wise Cyril writes in the Second Volume 
against the blasphemies of Nestorius, he says: (CYRIL): “For one 
nature is now understood after the union, that which is incarnate, 
belonging to the Word".*! And when he writes the Third Letter to 
the same man, he says: (CYRIL): “Therefore it is right that we attri- 
bute all the words in the Gospel to one person, and to one hyposta- 
sis, that (hypostasis) of the Word incarnate".*? For he knew that the 
term "nature" is also frequently applied for the signification of kind, 
as when (Lebon p. 167) Basil said in the Treatise on Faith: (BASIL): 
“There the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, one nature 
uncreated".*3 And Gregory the Theologian, in the Treatise on Pen- 
tecost: (GREGORY): “O Sirs, confess the Trinity of one divinity, 
(or) if you wish, of one nature".^* And holy Cyril too, in the Fourth 
Volume against the blasphemies of Nestorius said: (CY RIL): *For 
one nature is understood of the divinity in the holy and consubstan- 
tial^* Trinity" .^? 

But you, setting aside the teachings of these men, produce Aris- 
totle, as if from somewhere impenetrable, praising him, and saying, 
“Aristotle, who is called 6 voos",*" and you think (him) worth your 
announcing (him) for us with thunder from hides, as somewhere Sal- 
120211545 is said to have done in the fable. For know, know clearly, 
that Gregory the Theologian, who was accurately instructed in the 
opinions of the philosophers, and was able to become an expositor 
of them, and does not, like us, say such and such from hearsay, 
passes sentence of condemnation on the opinion of Aristotle which 
introduces the soul of man (as) mortal—even if those who play at 
being Aristotelians and stretch out a great beard, and while they 
praise (him) with words, attempt with a proud mind to conceal his 
iniquitous opinion, interpreting in what way they like the term “évre- 
Aéxeua””, for this is what he calls the soul of man. For that Doctor of 
true religion, whom we have mentioned, wrote in this way in the 
Treatise against the Eunomians, [IGREGORY]^? ("Attack ....) 
Aristotle's petty Providence, and (his) system, and discourses about 


150 


iaon vaa AN, Qu, i3 whi‏ نسح 


Na, حهه.‎ hac دوع اني‎ e£ ونه‌ی:‎ anam) Mo loo Als 
o 

eon N? JLaoLaa s Jaco, ملا‎ his ~ us hon "aoo ha 
] 9S. عه‎ Spy حه حا وون دې‎ saaw o voohul, ولحت‎ Joasia 
anwas) Los diy conc m عا‎ ue ynna o همبه‌ص|.‎ Lool, 
oo CLASS NM luaa La bwatso Lao! 4a Loa slo 
dissi ex اه اس سا‎ Sus مضي‎ ess كا‎ hs 
aia Nla edo Josias spams lamiie رصم‎ [Nux 
Loo T eo حصة حلا‎ Joal سب[ لا ههلا‎ lot, La? TE 
SCIEN وحه‌محل‎ exl حجهءسها‎ wdujao laas oho عم‎ 
ce lus ومن 0,9 عاف‎ RQ ope tojo esol «oo. ویعیه و‎ 
ص‎ olas. NS, EEN ومدحعع: + وح‎ IS», Oday 9 Jeu 4M 
قلا‎ NS god looo WS یی‎ Hmaddjaot d صرب‎ olds 
Joo وصدحعع: .مرج‎ I», وحعبه‌صا منم‎ Rec, روف‎ wos, eo 
NEM bang چ‎ 
wh ¦4 wanas flame Ns oos شحوم حصامم|‎ el (167) La? 
JNN Daw marino this لا‎ luno ومه‌پها: منم‎ Lojo hao أحا‎ 
eo o Jlo وسا‎ ough Ioapo Say hila 
loco بوه وب‎ 9b slao وس‎ Nl اموه. ل فب رحب‎ Lanan 
e| waja saai DA ba laso wddjao 
Nuo Lanan hoN, lao Doiras an ee tojor 
oluo Mano 

pL «eds M cos Kora doy Lo. 8s toc Ml‏ ومن Kiso,‏ ولا 
Saks‏ سیا po Japa Ail‏ فصي Nu]‏ که iN cele‏ ذه وملام 
boo‏ اپ cass‏ هلمحت Mul haas e‏ حصا ومنب Lia? JDS‏ 
poy‏ عفدت وحجم [OMM WAsas £N Joo‏ ود Abs‏ 
wajar iha!‏ صصح INN‏ ذه No,‏ حخس | وحتحعدحا ls NINN‏ 
:Joo‏ ومحعکیب feo laa 9o Joouy Joo:‏ مح EN ao}‏ عدا exl e‏ 


151 


CHRISTOLOGY AFTER CHALCEDON 


the mortal? soul, and the humanism of (his) opinions".?! (Lebon 
p. 168) 

But yet it is not our business that we should investigate this, how 
Aristotle thinks about the soul. “For what concern is it of mine, that 
I should judge also those outside?’,5 says holy Paul. For I know 
this clearly, that none of those who consider that the human soul is 
rational and intelligent and not mortal says this, that it is one ousia 
and quality along with a mortal and sensible body, or (with) the man 
who is composed from these. And we say this particularly stre- 
nuously in the case of Emmanuel—that no-one of intelligence says 
that the nature of God the Word and flesh endowed with a soul and 
with a mind, which was united hypostatically to him, has become of 
one ousia and quality. 

And I am unable to see this either, (namely) how you distinguish 
qualities from natures, and (then) say that the quality of the Word 
has shared with the quality of the body.53 For whom have you seen 
of the Father Theologians, who ever burst* (out with) this particu- 
larly foolish statement in the Church? For all of them hold to a 
union of natures, in which—beyond doubt—those naturally fitted 
signs are seen inseparably. For because of this, when you ask "What 
then? The moment we say Emmanuel is from two natures, are we 
obliged to confess as well (that he is) two proprieties?", I have given 
sentence in saying that this is superfluous, and by means of many 
and uncontentious discourses I have demonstrated that which has 
been said. And you have again called a reminder like this “an 
accusation", saying: “A fourth expression has become a risk to me, 
as I am called to judgement on the charge that I have set aside ousiai, 
and interweave composition out of signs”.55 For when you repeat 
the same things, and (then) again deny that you are saying (them), 
(Lebon p. 169) as far as I can see, nothing can be found to be said as a 
cure. For on the one hand you are ashamed of and renounce those 
reasonings, by means of those (things) which have already been writ- 
ten and proved to be in the wrong and exposed, but on the other 
hand you fasten onto the terms, and just like your tragedian,59 you 
say, ^j yAdao’ duwpoy’ 7 86 ppv ávóporos" 7 

But because you have written, *Let us be indulgent to the accurate 
(findings) of the philosophers, even if they are not of our fold, (and) 
particularly to (their) interpretations of terms",58 know that you 
have written this outside of the law of the Church. For none of the 
Doctors of true religion said, "We make pagan philosophy a 
(leader]*? in our studies of terms and of words", but they say they 
accept it subsequently, as a handmaid, in so far as it agrees with the 
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teachings and considerations of truth. And at once, therefore, 
Amphilochius of reverend memory, when he sent a letter with verses 
in metre to Seleucus, wrote somewhere in this way: "Like a judge 
introducing a sentence in agreement with the law, command the 
study of words which is found among the pagans to serve, as is 
proper to the freedom of true studies, and to the all-wise study of the 
scriptures. For it is right that the wisdom of the Spirit which is from 
above and comes from God should be mistress of the instruction 
which is below as of a handmaid who is not puffed up in vain, but is 
wont to serve modestly. For it is right that that which is below 
should be subject to that which is from ۶*0 

But great Basil, on evil Eunomius’ making mention of “pos- 
session” and "privation",?! before he rebuked his artifice, made this 
very thing alone the great pretext of complaint, (namely) that from 
contemptible philosophy (he) should introduce (Lebon p. 170) new 
terms into the discourse of true religion. For he wrote as follows in 
the First Treatise of those against (that) adversary: (BASIL): "But it 
is not difficult to show that he gabbles these things from the wisdom 
of the world, from which he has lifted up his neck,®? and in this way 
has set down innovations in terms. For they belong to Aristotle, as 
those who have read his work The Categories would be able to say— 
discussions about possessions and privations, saying that privations 
are secondary to possessions. But it was sufficient for us, to show he 
was speaking not from the teachings of the Spirit, but from the wis- 
dom of the princes of this world,55 to quote against him these 
(words) of the psalm, ‘The transgressors of the law have related 
babble to me, but not as your law, O Lord’.®* And as we learn that 
these things which are said are not from the teachings of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, his voice will be remembered: 'When he lies, he speaks 
according to his own nature',95 and in this way we should cut short 
the greater part of his words, since henceforward we make known to 
everyone that there is no partnership between us and them: ‘For 
what is the unanimity between Christ and Beliar, or what portion 
has the believer with the unbeliever?'99"97 For in the Letter to the 
young men, the Doctor says that first it is right that we should grasp 
the doctrine of truth in concepts and in terms, but as something 
extra and subsequently (we should) also use profane philosophy, 
which completes the ornament and grace of the leaves which bend 
towards the fruit. And he wrote as follows: (BASIL): *Now if there 
is some affinity between the (bodies of) teachings, a knowledge of 
them would be necessary for us; but if not, at all events, (by) placing 
them side by side, we will learn the difference (between them), (which 
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is of advantage) not least for the establishment of that which is 
better. But yet, to what (true) comparison (Lebon p. 171) can you hit 
upon, as you compare each one of the disciplines? But (perhaps), just 
asit is the peculiar virtue of a plant to sprout fair fruit, but the leaves 
which hang upon the branches also bring some decoration: so too 
the first fruit of the mind is truth, yet it does not lack grace,®® or that 
it should be decked in profane wisdom, as the leaves provide some 
sort of covering and a not unpleasant appearance for the fruit".9? 

Therefore even holy Cyril makes use of this example, when he 
wrote in the Second Letter to Succensus: (CYRIL): “For it is not the 
case that ‘one’ is predicated truly only of simples in nature, but (it is 
predicated) also of those which have come together in composi- 
tion”.7° But in the Treatise of question and answer, That Christ is 
One, as if adding (it) as something extra he said this: (CYRIL): “For 
so it seems good even to the pagan experts"?! 

Therefore why, when I have reminded your Chastity with humble 
intention of these things, and of things like these, are you indignant 
at the lines??? For did you not say that you are not expert in the doc- 
trines of true religion, and, “I am a young child in these 
(matters)?73 For we shall again bring to your remembrance these 
sayings of yours. But in (your) letter you falsely call me an Ecumeni- 
cal Doctor. For I am become a fool because you compel me.?* But is 
it an insult that the schoolmaster should draw lines over inaccurate 
words? So then will the youth also be indignant when the pro- 
fessional scribe denounces letters which are not well written? 

But now you say that you have been left as a spark in the East, 
and (are) the voice of the Church:?* (Lebon p. 172) (something) 
which even if someone else should say of him, a man would blush. 
But we did not know that this was the case for you as regards your- 
self, and we wrote letters as to a student, and one needing to be led. 
And because of this, we wrote confidently, knowing your untried 
nature in these matters, which excused you and (your) questions 
seemed to be from a desire for instruction and not from contentious- 
ness. But now, since you struggle on behalf of words said in an 
unlearned way, you have made inexperience and ignorance a pre- 
meditated sin. Because of this, and since I have pity on your soul—I 
say this with God as my witness—I have proceeded to this third 
piece of advice, and I advise you to keep distant from words of this 
sort. 

For if we grant, according to your word, that I have the rank of 
the sun, though I am ashamed as I say this openly, while you again 
are a spark, it ensures that a spark, which from all respects is an issue 
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of the sun, should shine out with (beams) which are like the spark- 
ling of the sun. Therefore show (me) when, in the six years I spoke in 
the Church of the Antiochenes and wrote many letters, at any time I 
once said Emmanuel is one ousia, and of one signification and of one 
particularity. 

But why do you say that you were wounded by us, and you wish 
to be healed, as if we were striking (you)? For (all we are doing is) 
remind you, making use of the teachings of the Fathers, in which 
there is every doctrine for healing and recovery and ordinance and 
strength. But you do not realise that you wound yourself, and thrust 
away the healing voices of the Fathers. Thus, when I said in thc 
second letter that God is above ousia, but we use the term “ousia”, 
using (Lebon p. 173) at the same time the poverty which is with us, 
and I brought to this (point) the evidence of Gregory the Theologian 
and of holy Cyril," I was again believed to have made an attack 
upon what is said, and (it seemed right to you) to introduce and say, 
as something unusual, what is well-trodden?" for all God-fearers, 
(namely), “I call God ousia, because I have learned from him who 
said, ‘He who is, sent me' ",7? as if the term “above ousia” intro- 
duces that which is without being, and (as if) the Fathers had not 
heard wise Paul saying: "It is right for him who applies himself to 
God to believe that he exists".7? For that which is above ousia in all 
respects is, in that it is. Therefore it ill became you, plotting undue 
things, to oppose the words of the Doctors with empty attacks. 

But again when I said that no-one ever applies "propriety" with 
any precision to God, as (he would) to things which are subject to 
definitions, and I introduced the chapter of Evagrius®® who wrote: 
(EVAGRIUS): "If either genus or species or difference or property 
or accident is affirmed for every enquiry, yet none of the above men- 
tioned can be found (to apply) in the case of the holy Trinity. Let us 
worship in silence what is inexpressible",?! you have tried to trip up 
the saying which we would state scripturally, and have written: *But 
you have defined, and very clearly, that the propriety of God (is) 
grace:9? "Why do you call me good? No-one is good, except one, 
God'.3? For if a propriety is that thing which belongs to someone 
and to him alone—(and) now according to the quotation above it 
belongs to God alone to be good—(then) clearly (Lebon p. 174) 
something of this sort is a definition of a propriety".3* Therefore 
what are you saying, (my) fine man? Is goodness thus the (official) 
propriety of God, just as laughter (is supposed to be) of man, and 
neighing of horse? Well then, state first what God is in ousia, and 
thus we may recognise what precisely his propriety (is). For itis clear 
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from the start that an ousia is something other than a propriety, for 
a propriety appears in relation to ousiai. But it is necessary that you 
attribute accident as well (to God), and those other things from 
which definitions are brought together, and (thus) you bring God 
under the limitation of definitions. 

But because you thought that the scriptural testimony which says, 
“No-one is good, except one, God”, confirms this ill thought-out 
statement for you, take note of the scripture which said, “To the 
only wise God".35 Therefore, because a propriety properly is that 
which belongs to one man, according to your words wisdom is also 
found clearly to follow the principle of a propriety. Therefore by 
means of these witless and illogical (exercises) two proprieties have 
appeared for us (in God). But yet, having relied in this way on cool 
audacity, you have knocked upon the stern of the boat, as it is said, 
and you have made peace with us at the end, and have honoured 
those things which are not your own, and have said, “But yet, it is 
necessary that we should honour these great matters in silence, for 
God is above ousia and propriety’. 

But yet, note that wise Basil, in the Letter to Terentius takes good- 
ness not (as) a property but (as) ousia, writing as follows: (BASIL): 
*.... the term 'ovoío' is generic, like goodness or divinity or anything 
else which is thought of ”.87 (Lebon p. 175) And in the Third Treatise 
against Eunomius he said: (BASIL): "But if we affirm that the ousia 
of God (is) light, or life or the good, the totality of his existence is 
life, and all light and all good. But the life has joined to it rò 
dyyévqrov. How can that which is simple in ousia not be incompo- 
site?" 9? Because of this the Doctor said not fixedly but hesitantly, 
that the ousia of God is either divinity or goodness, or light or life, 
because in truth we do not know what God is in ousia. But to the 
term “ousia” are referred those things which in this way in common 
and in equality of honour apply to the three hypostases which are 
distinct in their own characteristics, of whom the Father is not 
begotten and is from no-one, the Son is begotten, and the Holy 
Spirit (is) by procession. 

And you were indignant at the lines! But while you rage at the 
voices of the Fathers, again speaking scripturally, I will not be indig- 
nant, but will endure humbly the hopping about of your mind. And 
do not imagine that you are arguing with someone of your own pro- 
fession, or one who raises his eyebrows from his robes. And do not 
imagine it a mighty achievement to become an advocate of words 
which (as) I have very often said, are unpracticed and full of mis- 
takes, lest the prophetic word be thought to refer to us as well, as 
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about someone from those who were before, (namely) “He loved 
shame (more) than his glory".?? For better is humility, which our 
Lord approved for us, saying, “He who humbles himself will be 
exalted”’.°° 

But if you persist in these things, which I pray will not be the case, 
with words of this type of which I suppose you are become an advo- 
cate, in accordance with the Gospel, I shall shake off (my) garments 
and the dust of my feet,?! and say to them what (Lebon p. 176) has 
been said by the wise man who has been quoted many times above: 
"There is a word which is clothed about with death: may it never be 
found in the inheritance of Jacob!"?? But I urge you that you run on 
your own, and that you write under (your own) authority not only 
these things which have already been written by you, but also all 
others which you wish (to write), but let me alone. You would be an 
advocate of my ignorance before the judgement seat without dissi- 
mulation. For since I know these things which are written by you, 
and they go beyond what is right, if I were to be silent, on all 
accounts I would pay the punishment for silence, and for many I 
would be a source of harm, as one who was silent in those matters 
where it was particularly inappropriate that I should be silent. But 
on the other hand, it is right that I be reckoned with those who have 
already died, (I) who strive not to be seen,?? and am now more than 
ever put to flight by enemies in (my) tracks, as I hear, and I am 
unable without fear to publish discourses in opposition, for those 
who wish to be involved in them. For as God hears, I say that in love 
for you, I sent both those things which were written before, and now 
these, while at the same time I prayed and took pains to procure irre- 
proachability for you on all hands. For it is right that we should not 
only have a mind giving praise but a tongue giving praise as well. 
For it is not our striving in any old way that is crowned, but our 
striving lawfully, and not our emulating in some way or other, but 
our doing so with knowledge. For it belongs to wisdom that we learn 
with a humble and balanced and unquarrelsome mind. For the same 
wise man says again, "The wisdom of a poor man will lift up his 
head, and make him sit in the midst of the great" .?* And the instruc- 
tion of (the Book) of Proverbs gives command saying, (Lebon p. 177) 
“If you will invoke wisdom, and will give your voice to knowledge, 
and if you will search for it like silver, and glean for it like treasure, 
then you will know the fear of the Lord, and you will find the know- 
ledge of God. For the Lord gives wisdom and from his countenance 
wisdom and knowledge, and he lays down treasures for those who 
do rightly (for) redemption".?5 
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But as for those who want to introduce the Henoticon—wnicn 
contains 2 confession of the orthodox faith—at a time when the 
wickedness at Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo, which blasphemes 
more tban anything, remains dominant, and do not, as is lawful, 
explicitly anathematise (these things), in the manner which prevailed 
in the days of Macedonius and Flavian of ill-repute, and by this con- 
trive to lead astray those who are more simple, I have said and I have 
written everything rightly and wisely. To which (simple ones), the 
practice, which Dioscorus of reverend memory—the Archbishop of 
Alexandria, who was our co-worker—established, brings great 
benefit, when he showed before everyone the purity of the Church, 
both in doctrine, and in the absence of the joining of communion 
with heretics, and drew many from those who were separated, and 
joined (them) (as) limbs to the body. 

The Third Letter to Sergius the Grammarian has ended. 


Notes 


. cf. pp. 155-156 in the text above. 

. Sir. xx.1. 

. Jer. x.16. 

. 2 Cor. xiii.7. 

. Reading wsmar for A aoa. 

. Prov. x.10. 

. Cyril, Contra Diodorum Tars. Episc., (Pusey edn., Vol. 5), p. 499.17—500.4. 
. Place not found. . 

. Cyril, Contra Diodorum Tars. Episc., (Pusey edn., Vol. 5), p. 502.10-17. 

10. The Syriac is ass: hse nar». Cf. p. 140, line 29 above, where the Greek under- 
lying «Cuin etam» iS «ard .نان 6 0م770‎ 

11. جمد‎ n5. 

12. cf. above, p. 102.8 ff., and p. 121.2 ff. 

13. cf. p. 99 above. 

14. cf. pp. 125 and 126 above. 

15. The Syriac is sba» Betz which is very obscure. Possibly the underlying Greek 
is from xeraoxevato: cf. Lampe, Patristic Greek Lexicon, (Oxford, 1961) under kara- 
oxeválo, 87. 

16. cf. p. 150 above. 

17. Note in margin: Anointed: as an athlete. 

18. Note in margin: Who is of the people, because she is a whore before everyone. 

19. cf. Prov. vii.ll. 

20. cf. p. 152 above, lines 3 and 4. Here Severus reads e’hosanase (activity) where 
Sergius had سعمتستوط»‎ (signification, denotation). One might notice that on p. 
135.15 above, Severus read ħassāas (activities) where Harvard Syriac 22 reads 
rénadax (signs; marks; indications). 

21. Mt. ۰ 

22. cf. Ps. xliii.14. 

23. This is a difficult passage to translate, and what is offered is only one attempt. 
Here the passage in inverted commas (“Where therefore . . . .”*( follows from “obliges 
us to say," .... 
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24. PG 59.47C. 

25. PG 29.5254. 

26. Note in margin: Believed you: ratified you (as) true. 

27. Iliad, 8.154. 

28. Eustathius: Fragmentum Commentarii in Psalmum Nonagesimum Secundum, 
pp. 212-73 in J. B. Pitra, Analecta Sacra (Paris, 1883), Vol. 4. Also see M. Spanneut, 
Recherches sur les écrits d' Eustathe d' Antioche, avec une éd. nouv. des fragments dog- 
matiques et exégétiques (Lille, 1948), pp. 32-33; and No. 38, p. 107 (Latin only). 

29. Ex. iii.14. 

30. The Syriac reads esas. Lebon notes: Read «eeas. The Greek is év 
مرو و جنا‎ 

31. Jer. xxiii.18. 

32. Jer. xxiii.22. 

33. Lebon notes that the Syriac translator read “e? 8€" in place of “y 6 

34. Jer. ix.9. 

جو .35 

36. ۳۹۵۰ 

37. Heb. i.3. 

38. Ps. xiii.l. 

39. PG 26.1036A-C. 

40. PG 32.8844. Ep. CCXXXVI. 

41. PG 76.60D (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 94.10-11). 

42. PG 77.116C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 28.21-23). 

43. PG 31.465C. 

44. PG 36.440B. 

45. «3^ duaz = ópoovoiw (H. syr. 22— eua ais). 

46. PG 76.180D (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 187.17-18). 

47. cf. p. 151 above. 

48. Apollodorus, 1.9.7. cf. S. P. Brock, The Syriac Version of the Pseudo- Nonnos 
Mythological Scholia (Cambridge, 1971), Scholia to Invective ii.2, pp.132-133. 

49. The text reads: ell me iet. Lebon notes: This word belongs to the quotation: 
emend elm. i3 [oo teer, 1 

50. Migne reads: rods Svytovs mepi yuxs Aóyovs. Severus, or the translator, might 
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51. PG 36.24B-C. 

52. 1 Cor. v.12. 

53. cf. above, pp. 152.3 (Sergius) and 162.25 (Severus). One should note how 
Severus has re-phrased Sergius on both occasions. 

54. Note in margin: It is “expounded” [azs ] in another manuscript. 

55. cf. above, pp. 86.8; 101.24; 135.14; 155.4 ff. 

56. Note in margin: (The word) eye (is derived) from eMe. 

57. Euripides, Hippol. 612. 

58. cf. p. 151, above. 

59. Reading امک‎ for دمک‎ (misprint). 

60. PG 37.1592-1593: lines 240-250. 

61. és and orépnaıs. See below, and Aristotle, Categories, ch. 10. 

62. So the Syriac translator has rendered the Greek ud’ $s éxrpaynAtadeis: “by 
which he has been overthrown”. PG 29.532A. 

63. cf. 1 Cor. ii.6. 

64. Ps. cxviii.85. 

65. Jn. viii.44. 

66. 2 Cor. vi.15. 

67. PG 29.532A-B. 

68. Note in the margin: He calls beauty "grace". 

69. PG 31.568B. 

70. PG 77.241B (= ACO, I, 1, 6a, p. 160.2-3). 
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71. cf. PG 75.1285C (= Pusey edn. Vol. 7, p. 360.12). 

72. Note in margin: He calls the heretical marks "lines". 

73. cf. the foot of p. 72 above. 

74. cf. 2 Cor. xii.1l. 

75. cf. p. 156 above. 

76. cf. above, p. 138.6 ff, and 12 ff. 

77. Note in margin: Trodden: ploughed. 

78. cf. above p. 155.13 ff. 

79. Heb. xi. 6. 

80. cf. above, p. 137.26-138.2. 

81. cf. Socrates, H.E. III, 7 (PG 67.396B). 

82. Note in margin: He seems to call Christ “grace”. But Lebon suggests that it 
should be read :ملحط»4‎ “goodness”. cf. above, p. 155.16 ff. 

83. Mk. x.18. 

84. cf. above, p. 155.16 ff. 

85. Rom. xvi.27. 

86. cf. above, p. 155.22 ff. 

87. PG 32.789B. 

88. PG 29.640B. 

89. cf. Hos. iv.18. 

90. Lk. ۰ 

91. cf. Mt. x.14. 

92. Sir. xxiii.12. 

93. i.e. by the authorities. 

94. 51۴, ۰ 
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Of the same Sergius to the Patriarch Severus. 

To my master in Christ, (and) to the Fathers (who are) philo- 
sophers. Sergius, humble Grammarian. Treatise of apology. 

Shem and Japheth (are thought) commendable sons in (their) 
race, because when (their) father lay naked, they did not endure even 
the sight, but with noble shame, covered (him) with a garment.! But 
Ham is like a runaway slave: for he laughs, and made sport of the 
drunkenness of him who begot (him). (Lebon p. 178) We, immoder- 
ate men, foolishly act worse than this, and are scornful in the unres- 
trained manner of enemies. For as the Father establishes us in the 
fair raiment of virtue, and drank all the cluster of discretion, and is 
watchful in himself, we falsely attribute nakedness and the worst 
drunkenness to him, still craving for the earthly Israel—(that Israel) 
which when Moses in an outstanding way managed the governor- 
ship, very much reviled that just man. We have emulated that Absa- 
lom, who even cast eyes on the kingdom of (his) father. Even the 
Book of the Law has not held in check the shamelessness of our 
words, which decrees death on sons who even justly speak against 
those who begot (them). 

But some, doubtless, will reject me as a demagogue, and will tell 
me that integrity was given up, but later I put on an act in some way 
for the sake of appeasing (your) person. But calling to witness him 
who tests the hearts and the kidneys, and the judgement throne, 
taking up my tract, I will make my apology anew, making integrity 
first in honour. May I be found guilty in the midst of ten thousand 
ministering angels, if anything was done in this matter for the sake of 
the appeasing of (mortal) man: but may I fall short of the hope to 
come, if I intentionally sin against the truth. 

` But I think this struggle which I am undertaking is arduous, since 
two sorts of opponents are rising up against me. For as some of the 
opponents of the Father misrepresent (his) words to their own con- 
fusion, expecting the song to be inharmonious, we will say in opposi- 
tion to them (borrowing) from our harp, "May the deceitful lips be 
silent, which speak wickedness against the just man’’.? But in the 
same way, doubtless some of our own side have gone astray because 
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of the ambiguity (of the term) “propriety”, (Lebon p. 179) and revile 
the Father because of uncertainty. We will instruct these with the 
wise proverb, “Hear, O sons, the instruction of (your) father", and 
“Give heed that you may know the meaning"? For when the mean- 
ing of the ambiguity is sought out, it lays open the contentious way. 
And I plead that we give heed to those things which are said, setting 
aside every contentious ambition. 

Even the wise pagans confess that God is cause, but they also 
teach second and third gods. The sons of the Hebrews worship one 
God, but they make him barren, and separate the Rational from the 
Rational,* and are jealous of the Holy Spirit. Therefore how have we 
learnt about these matters? God indeed (is) cause, but he is the first 
and the middle and the last: “Before me there was not, and after me 
there will not be another".5 Again, we confess one God, but we 
know the oneness of the Trinity in mystical theology. The Mani- 
chaeans profess the Trinity, and this after some mighty work, which 
they change beforehand. Sabellius also professes the Trinity, but he 
does not acknowledge the hypostases of it. But Arius who was mad 
set his Trinity in heathen ideas, enumerating together and imagining 
all these ousiai belonging to it. But we, children of the mystery of 
true instruction, confess the Trinity in the pattern of those things 
which were said before, but at the first both in distinct hypostases 
and pointing towards one ousia. Mani and Apollinaris and Eutyches 
profess one nature of God the Word after the birth from the Virgin; 
but the first supposed the inhomination to be imaginary, while the 
second stumbled to imperfect opinions,? but mad Eutyches intro- 
duces not only a shadow, but a complete change, outside the mys- 
tery. But as for us, how do we (judge) concerning the one nature 
which was composed from divinity and perfect manhood? It is clear 
that the flesh did not exist before (the union), but comes (into exist- 
ence for the purpose of) that mystical union. Therefore notice 
(Lebon p. 180) how on the one hand the terms (are) common, but on 
the other hand these doctrines define what is set down. 

Thus even Nestorius, and all those who are fellow-drinkers of 
Nestorius, profess properties, but not (properties) of the incarnate 
Word, but of those natures which they understand in Christ, even 
after the false union which (is accepted) among them. But then Nes- 
torius, finding fault with Father Cyril, writes from exile to Theo- 
doret: (NESTORIUS): “Herein in a secret way, he confuses the 
properties of the natures".? But Theodoret said in a statement of 
opposition to the Third Anathema: THEODORET: "Therefore 
how does he ascribe wickedness to those who divide the properties of 
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the natures of God who was before the ages and of the man who was 
assumed at the end of days?’ AND IN THAT ON THE EIGHTH: 
“Well then, professing the properties of each one of the natures, we 
worship our Lord Christ".? AND IN THAT ON THE ۴ 
“Passions are proper to the passible, for the impassible is higher 
than passions. Therefore the form of the servant suffered, it being 
recognised that the form of God is along with it; therefore it was not 
God who suffered, but the man from us assumed by God".!! But 
Leo says with all fury: LEO: "The particularity of each one of the 
natures is kept. For each one of the natures keeps without loss its 
own particularity".!? AND AGAIN: "For each form effects in com- 
panionship with the other the particularity which belonged to it: the 
Word effecting this which is of the Word, but the body completing 
this which is of the body. For the former of them is radiant with 
marvels, but the latter fell under insult".!? But the many-headed 
wickedness of Chalcedon says: FROM THE SYNOD OF CHAL- 
CEDON: (Lebon p. 181) “One Lord Jesus Christ is known in two 
natures, and the difference of the natures is not suppressed anywhere 
because of the union, but rather the particularity of each one of the 
natures is kept".!* 

Therefore what did the Father of the Church! say as a result of 
these unholy (statements)? Did he, like those who were quoted 
before, set up two natures, understanding these in Christ after the 
union, and attributing (an individuating) particularity to each one of 
them? Not at all, but speaking in agreement with the Fathers, he 
attributes these (properties) of our flesh to the Word who was incar- 
nate. Therefore those men say that the Temple of the Word was 
seen, hungered, thirsted, suffered, rose; but the Father along with 
Cyril proclaims Emmanuel, or rather along with Isaiah, Emmanuel 
who the Word was born from a woman, and along with John cries 
out in a loud voice that (the Word) was seen and touched,!5 and 
clearly establishes that he hungered and thirsted, and that he was 
fastened to the cross, and having endured death for three days, he 
proclaims that he bestows life on men. 

But I ask whence do these things (come) to the Word, that he 
should be seen and touched, that he should suffer in a human way? 
Surely because he was incarnate? For the particularity of the Word 
(is) invisibility, untouchableness, being high above every passion; 
but of an ensouled body, to hunger and to thirst and to suffer. 
Therefore (even) as he remained the Word—thus preserving to him- 
self the properties of divinity—yet preserving the integrity of the 
flesh, (so) too he receives these (properties) of our flesh. Therefore 
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we profess the same God the Word, visible and invisible, for when he 
was seen by men, he was invisibly with the Father; the same who was 
born from the Father Almighty, and (was born) God from the virgin 
mother; in the former case incorporeally from before all ages, (Lebon 
p. 182) (in the latter case) corporeally within the last times; the same 
impassible and passible: impassible in the ousia of the Father, but 
passible in human flesh. You see how the definition has preserved for 
him immutability, (holding) him at the same time God and body. Of 
him who displays the particularity of a body in a godly manner, we 
do not say that the natures exist and each one (of) them is seen out 
of its own properties and activities, but we hold that the Word him- 
self became flesh, and displayed these (properties) of the flesh. 

And let no-one think the definition is foolish, introducing particu- 
larity and nature (existing) independently: for the principle of things 
which are composed joins!" some two or more, but completes one 
nature of the living creature: it allows the particularity of each one of 
them to appear, but yet not divided but recognisable together, as we 
are able to find out in the case of the nature of man. To be cut is a 
property of a body, but to perceive a blow is of an animated body: 
but it does not receive cutting in some (one) nature, but show per- 
ception in another, but there appears in one and the same composite 
nature both cutting of the body and perception of the soul. A (man) 
rejoices, and by means of a laugh makes known the cheerfulness of 
the soul: and he is grieved, and a tear has announced distress. Thus 
also in the case of the one composite nature of Christ, we will see the 
Word is born, but from a virgin mother: it is not the case that in one 
nature it happened to him that he should be born, but in another he 
effected what is strange, as Leo raved, saying, “The Word performs 
that which is of the Word, but the body completes that which is of 
the body’’,!® but (there is) one nature which is born, and in a miracle 
effected being born; hungered, thirsted, not compelled, but willingly; 
walked, but the sea was able to be walked on by (his) feet; (Lebon 
p. 183) and at the end he died, not that he had awaited the necessity 
of death, but when it was right, he dissolved death, for “I have the 
power to lay down my life and to take it up again", !? and he taught 
the truth of (these) words by means of the resurrection. 

You see how some natures receive their [properties]?? and activi- 
ties not cut apart or separately recognised, but the divinity and the 
humanity of the Word who was incarnate appear together. Let them 
show me what was done after the incarnation (which) was merely 
human. And I will not say a tear, for that came divinely, for he was 
immediately summoning Lazarus whom he pitied, and though he 


176 


mss Mam mom mao can VAN, Qu, i3 whi’ 


لا he Nla‏ وب Su‏ رخا Lu‏ چە oS Alas‏ حب ox‏ ا 
franco Laane‏ لا hima [oly Lachs wo laa.‏ وب laanu Las?‏ شرا 
had Nj‏ ما ox Las‏ لا هه Do‏ احس| مجه عصا 
Joss.‏ و واه INS.‏ چە حصا Jaus Melody Lalo‏ لا eel‏ وحشا 
eoo eA so‏ صانم من LN o2, Laisso INA,‏ لا ex‏ 
wena | NS sas.‏ نب eoo BEN lee,‏ وحم | vus‏ 

Iso hae odo eux lese hango (NS lanw, min) ao لا‎ 
Sonne معدا‎ lao eom JaN of laas pee ex. Jas, بح‎ 
cn ال‎ Jam», a po Je l.l, Lou ونم مەی‎ INS. 
wor JN. فق‎ ume NO وترقى. بق‎ NI وحزيعا‎ lus Lady hyo? Js Ns 
~ حا‎ ex الا‎ coud! Laas واا‎ [Lausa aH) الا نشم‎ Jes 
furs بوه‎ pD OQO الا حسم‎ san Lara Ho وب‎ bz .: مخ‎ lano pee 
PCI Js Laas Lara وحص‎ CD Jogo lazo, موب‎ . Li Ns hasis 
Loo Liaw |. ess. E as Noo Laas کسه‎ NIE جد سحا‎ 
le! وسذيح ف الا من‎ Jes [NS lues. Lannie luo نس‎ Lado 
|Ncol oc et bal œA 26 میهد‎ lao poo ad JNMxeMS 
اا وب‎ NS. Gd. wor cm هجز انب وعبا لاي. وفك فى اف‎ 
حجر‎ Je) Mss Diw ee las الا س‎ ehia وأنطية‎ wor [hans 
LSS الا مصحا:‎ pe le مدای الا‎ Oo O95 «S5 JLo S 
آلا اماي‎ uao | لاسا ومحه‎ OS عم‎ Na محسنا|‎ (183) Joe حي‎ oso 
TY «cols >` Mi 3-59 حم‎ has hase هنا‎ oo «Loo وکا‎ 
JN o e وضلا‎ Jane تحح٠ اعصة.‎ Golo 

al No? Jyo‏ لا ound‏ حشا joe‏ اه oo Cous po‏ لام جي: 
Saino on [dey Daa‏ الا Lood Luto Ia‏ اناا 
وس۱ iall,‏ سوى ک فا Jantie j ml) qe La‏ 
ولا Kolo.  .زدفا Ns ud‏ بح Loo‏ هرا loo‏ بح مسا کو بوه 
.2o0dS. Jos‏ وحم N caso Mes Lao «eo La Jus Les‏ وی Joa‏ 
با pube coe dh duc hs eect‏ مک Su‏ 


177 


THE APOLOGY OF SERGIUS 


was putrifying, the dead man became alive and made haste to run. 
They speak of sweat and perplexity in relation to the Passion? But 
these things also (happened) divinely, and surpass our reasonings, so 
that by means of human passions he might lead men [to]?! impass- 
ibility. But what will they say about (his) death? Will he await this 
utterly human thing, which takes possession of the body? We are 
persuaded: thus God is he who preserved even the properties of div- 
inity, and suffered humanly. For because of this he also became a 
complete man that he might bear our weakness, and giving (his) 
back on our behalf to scourging, he conferred honour upon the 
wound which the ancient [serpent]?? set against our soul. 

I have these things, which I learned from the Father. But it is right 
that we should demonstrate (this) in the very words (of the Father), 
and should make the confirmation of the definition more firm. For 
he says as follows in the First Letter: FROM THE PATRIARCH 
SEVERUS: "Because we say as well that a man like us is a living 
creature, rational, mortal, and capable of reason and knowledge: 
and because there is one nature and hypostasis from two, the whole 
living creature is said to be (Lebon p. 184) mortal, and the whole 
(living creature) is called rational, and we do not say that we do not 
know in what it is rational, or in what it is mortal—but our knowing 
this does not divide the composition from which the one living crea- 
ture is composed. (It is) the same as well in the case of the study of 
Emmanuel".?? AND AGAIN: "Therefore if someone should 
wrongfully divide Emmanuel with a duality of nature after the 
union, there also occurs a division at the same time, along with the 
difference of the natures, and the properties are divided in every re- 
spect aptly for the natures".?* AND AGAIN: “But we shun divid- 
ing the one Christ into a duality of natures after the union. For when 
he is divided, the properties of each one of the natures are divided at 
the same time".?5 AND AGAIN: “And the properties of the huma- 
nity will become (the) properties of the divinity of the Word, and 
again the properties of the Word will be acknowledged (as) the 
properties of the flesh”.2° AND AGAIN: "Therefore the properties 
of the Word became (those) of manhood, and again those of man- 
hood, properties of the Word’’.27 AND AGAIN: “But we anathe- 
matise speaking of 'Two natures after the union', (where) (those 
natures) will consequently attract their own activities and proper- 
ties".?* AND AGAIN: “The natures are not implied independently 
and in individual existence, for to say this belongs to (the position 
of) those who mutilate (Christ) with a duality after the inexpressible 
union, and not to us, who profess him to be one from two".?? AND 
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AGAIN: "Therefore he who divides Emmanuel, and defines him in 
two natures after the inexpressible union, along with the natures 
divides the activities and properties as well, and establishes two 
natures which act and without diminishment undergo what is their 
own".3? AND AGAIN: “Therefore he who divides Emmanuel to a 
duality of natures after the inexpressible union, divides with him, as 
(Lebon p. 185) we have often said, the activities and properties as 
well".3!1 AND AGAIN: “For because there is one who acts, his ac- 
tivity is also one and the active motion".?? AND AGAIN: “But 
when they divide (Emmanuel) by speaking of two natures after the 
union, they divide at the same time also those things which each 
nature attracts naturally as properties".?3 AND AGAIN: “Those 
things which we would say the flesh suffers, are sufferings of the 
incarnate Word, although his divinity is not defective, in that he is 
impassible; for to whom we say the flesh belongs, we hold the suffer- 
ings peculiar to the flesh in all respects also belong to him".?* AND 
AGAIN: “We will reckon (it is) iniquitous to divide (Christ) into a 
duality of natures after the union, and consequently the activities 
and properties, for everything is cut with a duality and is reduced to 
a split diversity and divided in everything, whether you speak of ac- 
tivities or properties" .?5 But in the same way, and from the Second 
Letter: FROM HIM: “But the principle of the union, because of the 
economy, allows those things which in nature are properties of the 
flesh to be called properties of the Word. In the same way, it made 
those things which in ousia are properties of the Word to be called 
properties of the flesh".59? AND AGAIN: “But even if they are in 
nature properties of humanity, they became, because of the econ- 
omy also properties of God the Word, and he is said to have hun- 
gered and thirsted, and been tired from a journey"'.?? 

What words more God-fearing than these, or what teaching more 
in agreement with the Fathers, says that the properties of the body 
became in all respects (those) of the Word? But those who confess 
before that (the Word) lacks the properties of the flesh, in every re- 
spect renounce even the incarnation. From where do we learn that 
he was truly incarnate? (Lebon p. 186) Surely from the fact that he 
voluntarily displayed all that belongs to the flesh? Surely it did not 
belong to the Word before the incarnation that he should hunger 
and thirst? Surely since these things belong to our nature, they 
became God's by means of the supreme union of the body? Thus 
they are no longer made the properties of natures as it were existent 
in their own principle, but of the only-begotten Son of God, who 
was composed impassibly to (be one with) a body. 
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When we write these laws of the Fathers in (our) minds, we will 
not provoke to anger the Spirit of God, by acting deceitfully against 
the truth. Will we suffer a sorrow more miserable than all, because 
while admitting that we err on behalf of the fear of God, we still put 
up such a fight in the sight of everyone?— When we will have sacri- 
ficed beforehand our captain, will we go to the barbarians, that now 
we may appear easily caught, being widowed*® of order, from lack 
of leadership? For justly one after another,?? the sees of the interior 
region declare this (man) our leader, among whom he was the first in 
the east (as) Patriarch to drive out the folly of Chalcedon—and at a 
time when our affairs had become grievously ill: for first Paul, and 
then Diodore, is the defiler of the eastern congregations, (and) with 
these also Theodore; and Nestorius too was from here, and fell sick 
in Byzantium, and Ibas and Theodoret and Andrew are not from 
somewhere else either. From us too Cyrus and John sprang up, and 
Persia, the evil twig, planted similar evil opinions. 

Well then, it is right that we should honour him who turned away 
all the sickness of the whole place. But let us not turn our sword 
against ourselves. Therefore let us honour the Father with truth, for 
the Law punishes abusive sons, for “He who speaks evilly to (his) 
father or (Lebon p. 187) mother will surely die".*? But the Wise Man 
of the Church accepts sober sons, for “A wise son gives joy to his 
father".*! 

The Apology of Sergius the Grammarian is finished. 


Folio 1° reads: 
This is the book of Michael bar Qt", which he bequeathed to the 
monastery of the Syrians which is in the desert of Skete of Egypt. 
May God make his soul to rest in the dwelling places of the righ- 
teous and just and write his name in the Book of Life, and make (his 
deeds»*? a good remembrance, through the prayer of the one who 
gave birth to God and of all the saints. Amen. 


Notes 


. cf. Gen, ix.22-23. 

. Ps. xxx.19. 

. cf. Prov. i.8 and iv.1. 

. H. syr. 227 eus (spring, fount). 

. cf. Is. xliii.10. 

. edaáss could possibly mean “intellects”. 

. Loofs, Nestoriana, op. cit., p. 198 (Fragment of a Letter to Theodoret). 

. PG 76.404.C-D (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 410.27-29). Apol. contra Theod. 
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9. PG 76.429A (= Pusey edn. Vol. 6, p. 454.11—12). Apol. contra Theod. 

10. Lebon notes: Read “TWELFTH”. 

11. cf. PG 76.4498. Sergius omits some of the Greek which is in Migne (= Pusey 
edn. Vol. 6, p. 490.18-23). Apol. contra Theod. 

12. PL 54.7654 and cf. 763A. Ep. XXVIII, ad Flavianum (“The Tome"). 

13. PL 54.767A-B. 

14. cf. T. H. Bindley and F. W. Green: The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith 
(London, 1950), p. 193.118-121; ACO II, 1, 2a. p. 129.30-33. 

15. sc. Severus. 

16. cf. ۰ 

17. The Syriac is Chase from aas, not from Mi». 

18. PL 54.767B. 

19. cf. Jn. x.18. 

20. Reading waila for dubs. 

21. Reading لك‎ for .لل‎ 

22. Reading am for sas. 

23. cf. above, p. 76. 

24. cf. above, pp. 77-78. 

25. cf. above, p. 79. 

26. cf. above, p. 79. 

27. cf. above, p. 80. 

28. cf. above, p. 80. 

29. cf. above, pp. 80-81. 

30. cf. above, pp. 85-86. 

31. cf. above, p. 87. 

32. cf. above, p. 87. 

33. cf. above, p. 88. 

34. cf. above, pp. 89-90. 

35. cf. above, pp. 93-94. 

36. cf. above, p. 121. 

31. cf. above, p. 139. 

38. i.e. being left without a Bishop. 

39. Reading idì» 1h» for iha. 

40. Ex. ۰ 

4|. Prov. ۰ 

42. Reading ,mdana\ for ور‎ >... P aM. 
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